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1. Executive Summary 
 
Key Findings 
● More professional and systematic complaints handling processes have 
been introduced under IPSO.  
● All publications in the sample published information about how to 
make a complaint in 2016. In 2011, only seven newspapers published 
this information.  
● 14 of the 17 publications published their corrections in 2016 in 
established corrections columns, on either page 2 or the letters page.   
●  Proportionally, an increase in the number of published corrections is 
more notable at the national level than at the regional one.  
●  Eight of the 17 publications ran corrections in an equally or more 
prominent position in 2016 compared to 2011, with most corrections 
being published on page 2 or on the letters page.   
● There was a clear increase in the speed of publication of corrections in 
2016 compared to 2011 in the case of two national and three regional 
newspapers. 
●  Some corrections in the sample for 2016 did not meet IPSO’s 
requirements for being a good correction, in that they failed to make 
clear either the original inaccuracy or the correct information. 
● Some publications publish information explaining how the original 
inaccuracy which required correction arose, such as errors in the 







The aim of the research, presented in this report, is to explore member publishers’ editorial 
standards and, in particular, whether and how, standards of complaints handling have 
changed within the industry, and to understand what impact, if any, IPSO has had on 
standards at member publishers, measured by the quality, speed of publication and 
prominence of corrections. Using a mixed method approach, the research combines 
quantitative and qualitative methods to enhance the understanding of complaints handling 
processes. 
 
Overview of methodology  
 
Starting with the quantitative approach, the report focuses on the comparison of corrections 
between two time periods pre-IPSO and post-IPSO: 2011 and 2016. A first distinction made in 
the report is between corrections that followed IPSO’s intervention and those that did not. In 
cases in which a complaint has not been resolved through the publication’s internal 
procedures, IPSO seeks to mediate between the complainant and the publication if 
appropriate. If mediation is successful, IPSO issues a resolution statement without making a 
decision on whether or not there has been a breach of the Editors’ Code of Practice (the 
Code). If the complaint is not resolved through mediation, IPSO’s Complaints Committee 
decides whether or not there has been a breach of the Code. If the complaint is upheld, the 
publication may be asked to publish a correction or an IPSO adjudication.  
 
The evaluation of corrections is organised in three main axes: the prominence, the speed and 
the adequacy of published corrections.1 The prominence of corrections is measured, in line 
with the IPSO ‘Due Prominence’ guidance, by the location of corrections in each publication 
(most importantly, by the existence of an established corrections column) and the 
comparison between the original publication page and the correction page.2  
 
1 IPSO Editor’s Code of Practice, Clause 1 (ii): ‘A significant inaccuracy, misleading statement or distortion must be 
corrected, promptly and with due prominence, and — where appropriate — an apology published. In cases involving IPSO, 
due prominence should be as required by the regulator.’  
2 IPSO, ‘Due prominence guidance’, www.ipso.co.uk/press-standards/guidance-for-journalists-and-editors/due-
prominence-guidance/, last accessed 11 May 2018.  
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The speed of corrections is measured by the length of period between the date of publication 
and the date of correction.3 In cases resolved without IPSO’s involvement, the publication’s 
internal procedures normally conclude within 28 days (referral period). If the complaint 
cannot be settled between the publication and the complainant, IPSO will begin investigating 
the complaint. There is no fixed timescale for the investigation period, which might culminate 
in an adjudication.4 Also, it is important to note that both parties to a complaint can request 
a review of an IPSO decision on a complaint within 14 days of a decision being issued. In 
situations where a review is requested, it can then take the Independent Reviewer appointed 
by IPSO a week or more to review the complaint.  As a result, it is extremely rare for 
corrections to be published before 14 days have passed from the date IPSO issued a decision.  
 
Finally, the adequacy of published corrections is measured by the ways each publication 
formulates its corrections. In published rulings and resolutions, IPSO’s Complaints Committee 
has set out clearly what it considers to be a proper correction.5 It must, first, identify the 
inaccuracy or misleading information; and, second, provide corrective/clarifying information 
(which would include an individual or organisation’s denial of the claim, for example); or make 
clear that it is not possible to establish the correct position.  
 
The inclusion of further information, such as the title and date of the original article, which 
enables readers to identify the location of the original article, which was subject to complaint, 
goes over and above the Code requirements. Also, the provision of an apology is only required 
‘where appropriate’, and is ‘a matter for the editor’s judgment, taking into account the spirit 
of the Code’.6 IPSO does not have the power to order the publication of apologies, but refusal 
to apologize where appropriate constitutes a breach of the Code and can lead to an upheld 
adjudication. This report identifies when corrections provide additional information beyond 
 
3 The date of publication is used as an approximation in the absence of data as to the date when the publication actually 
received the complaint.  
4 The current wording is that ‘We are not able to guarantee how long the investigation stage will last, but we will do our 
best to make sure that the process moves quickly’, https://www.ipso.co.uk/complain/our-complaints-
process/#Investigation, last accessed 2 November 2018. This represents a change from the previous wording, which 
promised a resolution of the majority of complaints within 90 days.  
5 See e.g. Versi v DailyStar.co.uk, 12 April 2018, www.ipso.co.uk/rulings-and-resolution-statements/ruling/?id=20562-17, 
last accessed 12 November 2018.  
6 Editors’ Code of Practice Committee, The Editors’ Codebook. The Handbook to the Editors’ Code of Practice, 




the Code requirements given that it facilitates the identification of the original inaccuracy. 
Also, it considers whether publications offer apologies in appropriate circumstances, i.e. as 
required by the Editors’ Code, even though IPSO has no direct influence in that regard. 
 
The research sample consists of 17 publications, covering a range of daily national 
newspapers, Sunday editions, and a sample of regional newspapers, allowing us to track the 
corrections regionally and to comprehend the variety of approaches between different 
publishers.7  The research sample included both daily and weekly titles.  
 
The research was conducted via several stages: the data collection process (the collection of 
the whole amount of corrections for all publications for 2011 and 2016); the input of data, by 
systematically categorising them into an extensive database that included a wide range of 
parameters and the analysis of data, that allows the compilation of findings from which 
conclusions can be drawn.  
 
Qualitative Evaluation of the Complaints Handling Processes 
 
The research consists of a series of interviews with the following publications: Daily Mirror, 
Daily Record (and Sunday Mail), Eastern Daily Press, The Daily Telegraph, The Herald, The 
Scotsman, The Sun and The Times. The purpose of the interviews was to improve the 
understanding of the complaints handling processes, which could then be analysed alongside 
the results from the quantitative research. The interviews cover national and regional 
newspapers, providing not only a holistic view on the processes, but also a reflection by those 
involved on the changes that IPSO brought about to newspaper practices. 
 A first version of the report was compiled by amalgamating the quantitative and qualitative 
aspects of the research in April 2018. The report was subsequently modified on the basis of 
specific comments received by IPSO, and an amended version of the report was produced in 
May 2018. Each of the individual case studies was then sent to the publication concerned to 
 
7 Daily Express, Daily Mail, Daily Mirror, Daily Record, Daily Star, Eastern Daily Press, Express and Star, Lincolnshire Echo, 
Manchester Evening News, Metro (free), Sunday Post, The Daily Telegraph, The Herald, The Scotsman, The Sun, The Sunday 
Record, and The Times. The Irish, Scottish and Ulster versions of national papers have been excluded from the sample.  
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allow for comment on any factual errors in the data collection process. A final version of the 
report was produced in December 2018.   
 
Limitations of the research  
Before we proceed with an outline of our findings, certain limitations of this research project 
need to be noted.  
Firstly, the research team did not have access to the actual complaints nor to the number of 
complaints received by the publishers, the PCC or IPSO in the two years in question. As a 
result, this report does not report any findings regarding complaints that were not considered 
to raise a potential breach of the Code by the publisher and/or by the PCC or IPSO and, hence, 
were not, ultimately, taken up.  
Second, this report can only pronounce on the clarity of the corrections but cannot assess 
whether the corrections fully addressed the complaints made and whether they could be 
deemed to be to the complainants’ satisfaction.  
Third, the prominence of corrections is measured chiefly by the existence and location of an 
established corrections column. While other factors, such as the seriousness and extent of 
the breach, are also important in assessing prominence, such factors could scarcely be taken 
into account in this longitudinal study. The question of whether this study should comment 
on the significance of inaccuracies in the offending publications was discussed between IPSO 
and the research team. A more detailed assessment of the prominence of corrections, taking 
into account the significance of the breach, and also the dimensions of the correction if 
compared to those of the offending article, are important issues for further study. Further, 
the question of how to measure prominence in the case of online corrections also needs to 
be assigned to future research.  
Fourth, IPSO gave us access to information about dates of complaints made to IPSO, but not 
to the publishers, and only in a few cases of particularly lengthy timespans between date of 
publication and date of correction. As explained later, timeliness is therefore measured by an 
approximation in the remaining cases.  
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Finally, the quantitative part of this report only covers the printed editions of the publications 
in the sample, while sporadic insights about the approach to complaints handling in the online 
editions can be gained from the qualitative analysis.   
 
Overview of findings 
Our findings show a notable change in the provision of information about each publication’s 
complaints policy between the two years in question (2011, 2016). Although only taking up a 
small part of a newspaper’s overall operation, the complaints policy goes to the heart of issues 
about standards of complaints handling. Transparency about a newspaper’s complaints policy 
and procedures is vital so that readers can obtain redress for breaches of the Code, and is a 
key part of an established corrections column. Of the 17 newspapers studied, only seven (the 
Daily Mail, the Daily Mirror, the Daily Record, the Lincolnshire Echo, the Metro, The Scotsman 
and the Sunday Mail) provided information about their policies in 2011 - the Daily Mail since 
17 October 2011, the Daily Mirror since 14 November 2011, the Daily Record since 15 
November 2011, the Lincolnshire Echo since 21 June 2011, the Metro since 17 October 2011, 
The Scotsman since 01 January 2011, and the Sunday Mail since 15 May 2011.  
In 2016, all 17 newspapers included an everyday ‘policy statement’. The term ‘policy 
statement’ means the information publications provide about complaints handling policies. 
Most statements appear on a standard page, either usually on page 2 or on a variety of pages 
as in the case of the Daily Express, the Daily Star, the Sunday Post and The Times (from page 
21 to page 43 for the Daily Express; from page 2 to page 23 for the Daily Star; from page 2 to 
page 4 for the Sunday Post; and from page 20 to page 36 for The Times). In the case of the 
Daily Express, the Daily Star and The Times, however, the policy statement is published on the  
letters page, which attracts the readers’ attention. The word count of each of the newspaper’s 
policy statement in 2016 differs, but they all include the same type of information. The two 
examples below show what the policy statement looks like in two cases: the policy statement 
with the highest number of words, and the one with the lowest (Lincolnshire Echo and The 




     
Picture 1. Lincolnshire Echo (2016)           Picture 2. The Scotsman (2016) 
 
The research indicates that a number of newspapers have much more structured and 
systematic complaints handling processes in 2016 compared to 2011 - even those that already 
had a policy in place, have developed further their practices. This professionalisation in 
complaints handling procedures is most notable in the case of the Daily Mail, the Daily Mirror, 
the Daily Record, the Daily Telegraph, The Scotsman, the Sun and The Times. Two publications 
adopted centralised, systematic complaints handling processes post-IPSO (Daily Mirror; The 
Daily Telegraph), whereas others had a more or less structured framework in place already in 
2011. 
A few publications greatly increased the number of published corrections in 2016 compared 
to 2011 (The Daily Telegraph; The Herald; The Sun; The Times). A number of publications, 
mostly regional ones, continued in 2016 with the trend of publishing only a minimal number 
of corrections (Eastern Daily Press; Express & Star; Lincolnshire Echo; Manchester Evening 
News; Sunday Mail; Sunday Post). However, this is perhaps not surprising in view of the 
significantly wider readership of nationals compared to regional newspapers.  
Two of the publications in question (Express & Star; Sunday Post) did not publish any 
corrections in 2011 and the Lincolnshire Echo did not publish any corrections in 2016. As a 
result, a comparison between 2011 and 2016 for these titles is only possible to a limited 




 2011 2016 
Daily Express 12 4 
Daily Mail 70 78 
Daily Mirror 8 10 
Daily Record 20 16 
Daily Star 2 1 
Eastern Daily Press 4 4 
Express and Star 0 3 
Lincolnshire Echo 1 0 
Manchester Evening News 9 1 
Metro 36 30 
Sunday Mail 3 3 
Sunday Post 0 3 
The Daily Telegraph 18 36 
The Herald 4 21 
The Scotsman 39 27 
The Sun 14 33 
The Times 39 294 
Table 1. Number of corrections (2011 & 2016)  
 
Figure 1. Number of corrections (2011 & 2016) 
A number of newspapers ran corrections in a more prominent position in 2016 compared to 
2011 (Daily Mirror; Sunday Mail; The Daily Telegraph; The Herald; The Scotsman). The Times 



























which ranges in the publication from page 22 to page 36 compared to 2011 when they placed 
them on a far earlier page (2 or 4). While the page number changes, the publication of 
corrections on the letters page means that corrections are published on a well-read page 
within the newspaper. A number of publications had a good record of prominence for both 
years under examination (Daily Mail; Daily Record; Metro). Others ran corrections on 
different pages both in 2011 and in 2016 (Daily Express; Eastern Daily Press). In the case of 
the Daily Express this was, similar to The Times, consistently the letters page. However, in the 
case of the Eastern Daily Press, the correction was only published on the letters page on two 
occasions, namely on 15 August 2011 and 13 July 2016. Finally, two papers (Daily Mirror; Daily 
Star) published front page references to indicate the existence of corrections/adjudications 
on a later page on one occasion each in 2016, while no such instances are apparent in 2011.  
A clear improvement was observed in relation to the speed of publication of corrections in 
the case of the Daily Mirror, the Eastern Daily Press, The Herald, the Sunday Mail and the 
Daily Telegraph. The Daily Telegraph has a ‘three-days-goal’ for resolution of complaints. 
However, it needs to be noted that there were some significant time lapses between original 
publication and correction for both years. An improvement, albeit not such a dramatic one, 
can also be observed in the case of the Sun. However, both the Sun and the Daily Mail did 
exhibit time lapses in the publication of some corrections for both years.  Several publications 
published corrections in a timely fashion both in 2011 and in 2016 (Manchester Evening News; 
Metro; The Scotsman). The same applies in a more qualified way to the Daily Record and The 
Times, where a number of ‘peaks’ exist for both years. It is, however, to be noted that 
complaints, which involve legal matters, can often take a longer time to resolve than 
complaints, which relate to factual matters.  
In relation to the adequacy of published corrections, a few newspapers (Eastern Daily Press; 
Metro; Daily Telegraph) consistently provided very clear corrective information. , A certain 
trend that has been noted in a number of publications (Daily Mail; The Scotsman; The Sun; 
The Times) is the attempt to explain the inaccuracy and/or to distance themselves from it. 
There was also evidence of provision of information over and above the Code requirements, 
and most papers displayed a preference for signposting the original article by way of its date 
of publication rather than its headline. Two newspapers (Daily Mail; Daily Record) signposted 
the original article in a clearer manner in 2016 compared to 2011. A notable trend has been 
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an increase in apologies in 2016 compared to 2011 (Daily Record; The Herald; The Scotsman; 




2. Methodology  
 
Context 
In order to provide an in-depth analysis of standards of complaints handling pre- and post-
IPSO, the research approach taken employs a combination of quantitative and qualitative 
research methods. It does this through the development of an original approach that is 
tailored specifically for the research questions and the data. By taking into account multiple 
datasets (emerging from the use of the two methods), the methodological plan offers a 
comprehensive evaluation of the different aspects of corrections processes.  
 
Stage I: Quantitative research 
1. The choice of the sample 
In agreement with IPSO’s suggestions, the sample consists of 17 publications.8 It primarily 
focuses on daily national newspapers and a sample of regional newspapers, excluding the 
Scottish, Irish and Ulster editions. The sample in its entirety covers a wide geographic area 
across the United Kingdom and offers the opportunity to track probable emerging tendencies 
towards regional correction practices. It also allows us to chart different approaches by 
different publishers. 
2. Data Collection 
The first step required the collection of all the material from the newspapers. Through 
advanced search options, the research combines terms, specific time-periods, patterns, and 
detailed descriptions, and the results were categorised in a chronological order. The data 
collection process was initiated with a keyword search for each newspaper and for each year 
(2011, 2016) in order to identify, in the first instance, how each newspaper chooses to term 
their corrections. The search indicated a variety of terms, with ‘clarifications’ as the preferred 
term for the majority of the selected newspapers (table 1).  
 
8 Daily Express, Daily Mail, Daily Mirror, Daily Record, Daily Star, Eastern Daily Press, Express and Star, Lincolnshire Echo, 




Newspaper Title Year Headline 
Daily Express 2011 Amplification and Clarifications 
 2016 Amplification and Clarifications 
Daily Mail 2011 Clarifications & Corrections 
 2016 Clarifications & Corrections 
Daily Mirror 2011 Clarification / Your letters 
 2016 Corrections & Complaints 
Daily Record 2011 For the record 
 2016 Corrections & Complaints 
Daily Star 2011 Clarification 
 2016 Clarification 
Eastern Daily Press 2011 Correction & Clarification 
 2016 Clarification 
Express & Star 2016 Our Code of Conduct 
Lincolnshire Echo 2011 Comment clarification 
Manchester Evening News 2011 Clarification 
 2016 Corrections and Complaints 
Metro 2011 Corrections & clarifications 
 2016 Corrections & clarifications 
Sunday Mail 2011 For the record 
 2016 Clarifications & Corrections 
Sunday Post 2016 Clarification 
The Daily Telegraph 2011 Clarification / In brief 
 2016 Corrections & clarifications 
The Herald 2011 Clarification 
 2016 The Herald 
The Scotsman 2011 Clarifications & Corrections 
 2016 Clarifications & Corrections 
The Sun 2011 Original article’s title 
 2016 Corrections & clarifications 
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The Times 2011 Clarification 
 2016 Corrections and clarifications 
Table 1. Headline term used for the published corrections (2011 & 2016) 
During this process the so-called policy statements (for both 2011 and 2016, where available) 
were also collected. The process was strengthened by extensive archive research on PCC and 
IPSO rulings and resolutions databases, for 2011 and 2016 respectively. This led to the 
collection of additional material that was unidentifiable during the first phase, especially for 
2011, and for corrections that were scattered across the publications and lacked any indicator 
that would mark them as a correction, or a clarification (e.g. a relevant heading).  
The next step was the development of a corrections archive which was constructed by 
researching, downloading and systematically categorising each newspaper’s corrections, by 
year and by month. This archive led directly to the production of the detailed database of 
corrections for each publication for both 2011 and 2016.  
To avoid any methodological limitations in the research, or any missing corrections in the 
archive (for instance any results that might not appear in the keyword search), a corrections 
calendar was created for each newspaper. The corrections calendar was used to mark the 
dates on which the newspapers published a correction. For the remaining days (i.e. those not 
marked in the calendar as they did not have a correction) a 10% random sample (using 
Microsoft Excel) was selected (from each newspaper for both 2011 and 2016) in order to 
verify the accuracy of the archive. By examining the 10% sample of the remaining days (three 
random issues of each paper per month), it was possible to verify that there were no missing 
corrections from the corrections calendar.  
The next step was the development of the corrections database. The corrections database 
contained the raw collected material standardised into suitable datasets to be divided into 
pre-IPSO and post-IPSO categories. The corrections database includes all the variables used 
to analyse the data: the prominence of the correction, the speed of the correction, the tone 
and the style of the corrections, pre- and post-IPSO. It also includes a set of other variables: 
the correction page; the original page number; the date of the correction; the date of the 
original report; the speed of the correction; information about any IPSO adjudication relating 
to the publication; whether the correction includes the title and the date of the original 
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article; whether it includes an apology; whether the error is identified clearly; and whether 
the correction provides the right position, for instance by including an individual or 
organisation’s denial of the claim, or by clarifying that it is not possible to establish the correct 
position. 
The data was evaluated against IPSO’s complaints procedures and, in cases involving IPSO, its 
adjudications and resolution statements post-2011. In the case of complaints without 
IPSO’s/PCC’s involvement, the corrections were also matched with the published story to 
assess complaints handling procedures.  
These steps led to analysis of the data, the production of statistical descriptions and emerging 
tendencies and the comparative analysis between the pre-IPSO and post-IPSO findings.  
 
Stage 2: Qualitative research 
The second stage of the research focuses on the provision of insights about the quantitative 
data. This second layer to the research offers an understanding of the perspectives of the 
research participants, strengthening the validity of the project by ensuring that the data 
analysis is more nuanced overall. 
The qualitative research process consists of the following stages:  
1. Methodological design: The research team designed the template of the 
questionnaire which was used as a guiding map for the structured interviews.9  
2. Data collection (stage I): Three academic research assistants as well as the principal 
investigator conducted structured interviews with editors and senior journalists of the 
selected news organisations10. The interviews covered changes to complaints handling 
since IPSO’s launch, and they also focused on the report’s three key areas: the 
prominence, the speed and the adequacy of published corrections.  
3. Data analysis: The research team analysed the data and made correlations with the 
results from the quantitative research. 
 
9 The questionnaire used for the interview is available on Appendix. 
10 Interviews were conducted with the following publications: Daily Mail, Daily Mirror, Daily Record, Eastern Daily Press, The 




A step-by-step approach to data collection was taken: 
1. Methodological design  
2. Selection of papers (sample) 
3. Collection of quantitative data and drafting of coding sheet (parameters) 
4. Input and analysis of quantitative data: development of the database 
5. Preparation of interview questionnaires (based on the quantitative results) and 
setting up of interviews 
6. Interviews in the news organisations 
7. Transcription of interview data 
8. Analysis of interview data 
9. Triangulation of the results from both stages 




3. Case Studies 
 
3.1. Daily Express 
 
Prominence of corrections 
The Daily Express published 12 corrections in 2011 and four corrections in 2016 (table 1, 
below). In 2016, only one correction, published on 29 April 2016, followed an IPSO ruling (19 












1 Daily Express 2011 15-Jan  21-Feb 
2 Daily Express 2011 10-May  11-May 
3 Daily Express 2011 15-Mar  07-Jun 
4 Daily Express 2011 13-May  14-Jun 
5 Daily Express 2011 11-Jun  20-Jun 
6 Daily Express 2011 09-Jul  15-Jul 
7 Daily Express 2011 20-Jul  21-Jul 
8 Daily Express 2011 07-May  26-Jul 
9 Daily Express 2011 17-Sep  22-Sep 
10 Daily Express 2011 28-Sep  29-Sep 
11 Daily Express 2011 18-Nov  22-Nov 
12 Daily Express 2011 25-Nov  28-Nov 
1 Daily Express 2016 06-Apr  08-Apr 
2 Daily Express 2016 18-Jan 19-Apr 
ruling 
29-Apr 
3 Daily Express 2016 16-May  23-Jun 
4 Daily Express 2016 19-Aug  22-Aug 
Table 1. Published corrections (2011 & 2016) 
 
11 Throughout the report, this column signifies corrections that were published following either IPSO mediation or decision 
by the Complaints Committee.  
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In both years the corrections were published in a dedicated space entitled ‘Amplifications and 
Corrections’, positioned at the left-bottom corner of the page (pictures 1 and 2, below). In 
2016, the publication also included a ‘policy statement’ (picture 2, below).  
 
Picture 1. Example of correction (7 June 2011) 
 
 
Picture 2. Example of correction and policy statement (23 June 2016) 
In 2011 and 2016, the corrections were not located on the same page. For instance, in 2011, 
corrections were published from page 23 to page 62, whereas in 2016, from 21 to 38. This 
variety is also depicted in the figures below (figures 1 and 2). It should be highlighted though 
that in both years, the corrections were consistently published on the letters page, a page 
that is arguably scrutinised by readers and attracts a lot of attention. The designated column 
for corrections and clarifications has been, since the 1950s, on the letters page, which does 




Figure 1. Pages on which corrections were published in 2011.  
 
Figure 2. Pages on which corrections were published in 2016.  
A notable difference is observed on 11 May 2011, where the correction did not follow the 
same pattern. It was simply entitled ‘Clarification’ and positioned on the right-hand bottom 
corner of page 30 (picture 3, below). This correction did not follow the usual format, as it was 































































Picture 3. Example of correction (11 May 2011) 
Occasionally, corrections in 2016 included subheadings, which highlighted the theme of the 
correction. This was the case with three out of four corrections in 2016 (see example in picture 
4, below). Likewise, a correction that followed an IPSO ruling (29 April 2016, picture 5, below) 
was presented in a similar way.  
 




Picture 5. Correction with a subheading: 29 April 2016 
Another important factor when measuring prominence concerns the position of the breach 
of the Code within the original publication in comparison with the correction page.12 For the 
majority of the corrections (75%), the original publication page preceded the correction page 












1 Daily Express 2011 21-Feb 34-35 50 
2 Daily Express 2011 11-May 32 30 
3 Daily Express 2011 07-Jun 30 26 
4 Daily Express 2011 14-Jun 10 26 
5 Daily Express 2011 20-Jun 40 62 
6 Daily Express 2011 15-Jul 12 35 
7 Daily Express 2011 21-Jul 12 26 
8 Daily Express 2011 26-Jul 25 26 
9 Daily Express 2011 22-Sep 28 26 
10 Daily Express 2011 29-Sep 24 31 
11 Daily Express 2011 22-Nov 5 26 
 
12 See IPSO, ‘Due prominence guidance’, https://www.ipso.co.uk/press-standards/guidance-for-journalists-and-
editors/due-prominence-guidance/. It is noted that including the page number of the original publication in the correction 
is not considered as part of a decision about due prominence by IPSO. Also, there are cases across the report that this 
information is occasionally missing: either because the date of the original article is unknown, or because the article has 
been removed from the database, or because access is restricted: 
22 
 
12 Daily Express 2011 28-Nov 19 23 
Table 2. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011).  
 
 
Figure 3. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011).  
 
This tendency remained the same in 2016, as the corrections were also published on a later 











1 Daily Express 2016 08-Apr 6 27 
2 Daily Express 2016 29-Apr 12 38 
3 Daily Express 2016 23-Jun 6 27 
4 Daily Express 2016 22-Aug 4 21 





































Prominence: Daily Express (2011)




Figure 4. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2016).  
 
Speed of corrections 
The time period between the original article and the published correction varied in 2011 from 
1 day to 84 days (table 4, figure 5). The longest delay was observed in a case pertaining to a 
personal matter, where the correction was published as part of a settlement agreement. The 













1 Daily Express 2011 15-Jan 21-Feb 37 days 
2 Daily Express 2011 10-May 11-May 1 day 
3 Daily Express 2011 15-Mar 07-Jun 84 days 
4 Daily Express 2011 13-May 14-Jun 31 days 
5 Daily Express 2011 11-Jun 20-Jun 9 days 
6 Daily Express 2011 09-Jul 15-Jul 6 days 
7 Daily Express 2011 20-Jul 21-Jul 1 day 
8 Daily Express 2011 07-May 26-Jul 80 days 
9 Daily Express 2011 17-Sep 22-Sep 5 days 




























Prominence: Daily Express (2016)
Original page number Correction page
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11 Daily Express 2011 18-Nov 22-Nov 4 days 
12 Daily Express 2011 25-Nov 28-Nov 3 days 
 
Table 4. Speed of corrections (2011) 
 
Figure 5. Speed of corrections (2011) 
In 2016, the correction publication time also varied widely from 2 days to 101 days (table 5, 
figure 6). The longest delay of 101 days concerns a correction published on 29 April 2016 
following the publication of the original article on 18 January 2016 (picture 7, below). The 
complaint was received by the newspaper on 21 January, and it was passed to IPSO’s 
Complaints Committee for consideration on 15 February. The decision was not reached until 
April and a copy was sent to the publication on 19 April. On 26 April, the publication was 
advised by IPSO that the complainant was not requesting a review, and the newspaper was 
asked to provide a proposed wording for a correction, which was offered the day after. It 
should be noted that corrections that follow IPSO’s intervention usually require a longer time 











1 Daily Express 2016 06-Apr 08-Apr 2 days 
2 Daily Express 2016 18-Jan 29-Apr 101 days 
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4 Daily Express 2016 19-Aug 22-Aug 3 days 
Table 5. Speed of corrections (2016) 
 
Figure 6. Speed of corrections (2016) 
               
Picture 6. 7 June 2011, timespan: 84 days      Picture 7. 29 April 2016, timespan: 101 days 
 
The timeframe for both years is captured visually on the figure below (figure 7). The median 




























Figure 7. Speed of corrections (2011 & 2016) 
Adequacy of corrections 
In most cases the Daily Express managed to underscore the error and to establish the correct 
position.  
There are no cases where clarifying information included an individual’s or an organisation’s 
denial of the claim, but there are a couple of instances, for example on 14 June 2011 and on 
08 April 2016 when the publication was asked by a particular organisation to underline 
specific clarifying information (pictures 8 and 9, below).  
    
Picture 8. 14 June 2011                               Picture 9. 08 April 2016 
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Moving beyond IPSO requirements, additional elements that could be regarded as indicators 
of the quality of corrections are the inclusion of the headline and the date of the original 
article, the inclusion of an apology, and the amount of words a publication dedicates to its 
corrections.  
In 2016, three out of four corrections included the headline and the date of the article, while 
the fourth one was agreed by IPSO. In 2011, only one correction did not include the headline 
and date of the article. The percentage of apologies included in the published corrections13 
amounted to 36% of all the corrections in 2011, whereas in 2016 none of the corrections 
included an apology. However, this difference can be explained by the type of the errors in 
question, as the corrections published in 2016 did not concern personal matters and they did 
not require an apology. The number of words the Daily Express dedicates to its published 
corrections, ascertained via an examined sample of 50% of the corrections of 2011 and the 
whole sample for 2016, indicates that in 2011, the average number was 51 words, while in 
2016 it was 40 words. In 2011, the count ranged from 35 to 118 words, whereas in 2016, there 












13 According to Clause 1 (ii) of the Editor’s Code, an apology only needs to be published ‘where appropriate’. Apology is 
required for instance in cases of serious inaccuracies causing significant hurt or embarrassment or leading to criticism.   
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3.2. Daily Mail 
Prominence of corrections 
The Daily Mail published 70 corrections in 2011 and 78 corrections in 2016 (table 1 is included 
in Appendix 3 due to its size). Of the corrections published in 2016, five followed IPSO 
intervention and resulted in the newspaper publishing a correction, or clarification, (table 2, 
below).  Two corrections were published as a result of an IPSO ruling whilst the other three 
were published as part of an IPSO mediated resolution to the complaint.  


























Table 2. Published corrections after an IPSO ruling or mediated resolution (2016) 
These corrections concern only the Daily Mail, as the newspaper has a different editorial 
operation from Mail Online and Mail on Sunday. The Mail Online occasionally re-publishes 
material from the print version so if a correction concerns this content then it is directed to 
the Daily Mail team. The complaint resides with the title as, based on information from the 
newspaper, the important thing for the Daily Mail is not where the story was published, but 
who made the enquiries, who checked the facts and who wrote the story. In 2011, all 
complaints against the Daily Mail and Mail Online were handled by the same team of three 
people, however the newspaper changed this practice, and since 2016, there are two teams: 
one for Daily Mail, which consists of three people, and one for Mail Online, which consists of 
four people. The Managing Editor is head of the team that oversees the Daily Mail. The 
expansion of the complaints team means a more efficient complaints handling system. 
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Regular training seminars and circulation of memos about accuracy issues and adjudications 
also serve to raise awareness of standards.  
For the newspaper, every complaint deserves an answer and every complaint that actually 
has something to correct results in a published correction. The newspaper replies to even 
minor accuracy or technical points, which might not change the nature of the story, and which 
can also be responded to not only by way of a published correction, but also by way of a 
clarification, or a footnote online. Occasionally, a correction might get prioritised, if for 
instance there is an ‘intrusion’ element, or if it causes an effect on someone personally in 
matters of grief or shock.  
In 2011 and 2016 the corrections were published in a dedicated space entitled ‘Clarifications 
and Corrections’, positioned at the bottom of page 2. The clarifications box was added to the 
newspaper on 17 October 2011, before that date there was no dedicated space in the 
newspaper for publishing corrections. Prior to the introduction of the clarifications box, the 
complaints handling process lasted longer, as the newspaper had to negotiate with the 
complainant about the page the correction was to be placed on in the paper. Having a ‘fixed 
slot’ is regarded as an advantage by the newspaper, which has led to less bureaucracy.  
The pictures below (1 and 2) demonstrate the position of published corrections in the Daily 
Mail on 17 October 2011 and 17 October 2016 respectively. This position was also used for 
other corrections published within the sample. A frequent practice in 2011 was the inclusion 
of multiple corrections on the same day. In 2016, there were fewer instances of multiple 
corrections, so corrections were published on more days.   
 




Picture 2. Example of correction (17 October 2016) 
There is information available about the page on which the original article was published for 
66 of the 70 corrections published in 2011 (94%). This information is set out in Table 3 in 
Appendix 3. 63 corrections of the 66 for which information is available, were published on a 
page earlier than the original article. On three occasions, the correction that was published 
related to an article which featured on the front page.  (31 October, 1 November 2011 and 14 
November 2011). Figure 1 (below) visually captures this tendency.  
 
Figure 1. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011).  
There is information available about the page on which the original article was published for 




















Prominence: Daily Mail (2011)
Original page number Correction page
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Appendix 3. 69 of the corrections were published on an earlier page than the original article. 
On six occasions the corrections were published after the original article, which was a front-
page story that continued onto pages within the newspaper.  
Front-page corrections are usually avoided, and interviews with the newspaper highlighted 
that the nature of the newspaper (tabloid size) and its restrictive layout meant that there 
were additional difficulties in publishing corrections on the front page. Also, in the 
newspaper’s view, publishing a correction of a front-page story on page 2 complied with the 
rule of ‘due prominence’, which was not equivalent to ‘equal prominence’. Indeed, front-page 
corrections are generally reserved for the most serious cases. Nonetheless, there are 
circumstances in which a front-page correction may be required, regardless of the existence 
of an established corrections column.14 This can be the case when there has been seriously 
misleading information published on an important subject.15 The Complaints Committee 
ruled that this did not apply to the case of a front-page article published a few days before 
the Brexit referendum, claiming that a group of migrants who arrived in the UK in the back of 
a lorry were ‘from Europe’, while in fact they were from the Middle East. This was because 
the inaccuracy in the headline ‘had minimal impact on the meaning of the article as a whole.’16 
The short page 2 correction of this story is shown on picture 3 below.  
 
 
Picture 3. 17 June 2016 
A visual representation of the prominence of corrections, as measured by the page of 
publication, is shown in figure 2 (below).  
 
14 Editors’ Codebook, p. 23, 24.  
15 Khan v Daily Mail, 4 April 2018, https://www.ipso.co.uk/rulings-and-resolution-
statements/ruling/?id=20912-17, last accessed 12 November 2018.  
16 Dartington v Daily Mail, 20 September 2016, https://www.ipso.co.uk/rulings-and-resolution-




Figure 2. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2016)  
 
Speed of corrections 
The period between publication of the original article and publication of the correction, in 
2011 varied from 1 to 403 days (table 5 - cited in Appendix 3 in full). The table below highlights 
cases in which there was more than 28 days between publication of the original article and 
publication of the correction. Two cases (2.8%) are excluded from the table below (18 October 
and 19 December 2011) because the date of original publication is not available. The speed 











2 Daily Mail 2011 09-Sep 17-Oct 38 days 
5 Daily Mail 2011 19-Mar 18-Oct 213 days 
6 Daily Mail 2011 19-Jul 18-Oct 91 days 
9 Daily Mail 2011 05-Aug 19-Oct 75 days 
15 Daily Mail 2011 08-Feb 24-Oct 258 days 
17 Daily Mail 2011 18-Sep-10 26-Oct 403 days  





















Prominence: Daily Mail (2016)
Original page number Correction page
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21 Daily Mail 2011 27-May 31-Oct 157 days 
24 Daily Mail 2011 11-Jul 01-Nov 113 days 
26 Daily Mail 2011 27-Jun 03-Nov 129 days 
30 Daily Mail 2011 26-Sep 08-Nov 43 days 
38 Daily Mail 2011 29-Jun 14-Nov 138 days 
41 Daily Mail 2011 18-Oct 16-Nov 28 days 
44 Daily Mail 2011 18-Oct 18-Nov 31 days 
47 Daily Mail 2011 01-Oct 24-Nov 55 days 
51 Daily Mail 2011 11-Oct 01-Dec 51 days 
57 Daily Mail 2011 01-Aug 08-Dec 130 days 
60 Daily Mail 2011 08-Nov 12-Dec 34 days 
66 Daily Mail 2011 09-Sep 16-Dec 98 days 
Table 5. Speed of corrections (corrections with a delay higher than 28 days) 
 
 
Figure 3. Speed of corrections (2011) 
 
In 2016, the speed of corrections varied from 1 to 260 days (table 6 - cited in Appendix 3 in 
full). The table below depicts the corrections published more than 28 days after the original 
publication date, the referral period being used as a rule of thumb in the absence of 
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information about the actual complaint date and process. Moreover, the table below also 
includes corrections that followed IPSO’s intervention (either a ruling, or a resolution 
statement). On one occasion (17 June), the correction was published one day after the original 
article, and before the IPSO investigation started. There was, however, a separate 
investigation, resulting in an upheld complaint. Speed of corrections is visually represented in 











1 Daily Mail 2016 19-Sep-2015 04-Jan 107 days 
5 Daily Mail 2016 27-Jun-2015 27-Jan 214 days 
11 Daily Mail 2016 16-Jan 23-Feb 38 days 
14 Daily Mail 2016 01-Feb 29-Feb 28 days 
21 Daily Mail 2016 21-Jan 24-Mar 
(resolution) 
62 days 
24 Daily Mail 2016 29-Jan 01-Apr 62 days 
34 Daily Mail 2016 10-Mar 06-Jun 88 days 
38 Daily Mail 2016 16-Jun 17-Jun 
 
1 day 
41 Daily Mail 2016 26-May 04-Jul 39 days 
44 Daily Mail 2016 06-Jun 06-Jul 30 days 
45 Daily Mail 2016 03-May 08-Jul 66 days 
49 Daily Mail 2016 27-May 25-Jul 
(resolution) 
59 days 
55 Daily Mail 2016 14-Dec 31-Aug 
(ruling) 
260 days 
57 Daily Mail 2016 05-Jun 20-Sep 107 days 
58 Daily Mail 2016 10-Aug 21-Sep 41 days 
59 Daily Mail 2016 22-Aug 10-Oct 48 days 
60 Daily Mail 2016 08-Aug 12-Oct 65 days 
61 Daily Mail 2016 30-Jul 13-Oct 75 days 
63 Daily Mail 2016 23-Jul 17-Oct 86 days 
66 Daily Mail 2016 14-Sep 24-Oct 40 days 





73 Daily Mail 2016 06-Oct 01-Dec 56 days 
76 Daily Mail 2016 20-Jun 12-Dec 175 days 
Table 6. Speed of corrections (corrections published after more than 28 days or after IPSO’s intervention) (2016) 
 
Figure 4. Speed of corrections (2016) 
The figure below (figure 5) captures visually the speed of corrections for both years. The 
median for 2011 was 5 days, and for 2016 it was 8 days. The third column depicts the speed 
of corrections that involved IPSO.  
 








































































































Speed of corrections: Daily Mail (2016)
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In 2011, 19 corrections were published more than 28 days after the original article, in 2016 
the figure is 22. Publishing corrections in a short timeframe and within a 28-day period, was 
according to information from the newspaper, one of the most important changes IPSO 
brought. This is regarded as a positive change overall, as the publishers have the power to 
solve complaints as quickly as possible. This speed and the pressure it caused, along with the 
fact that the newspaper must handle the complaints directly in the first instance, had also the 
flipside of having to expand the newspaper’s complaints team. In relation to this, there is a 
much more structured system in Daily Mail, from a three-member team for both Mail Online 
and Daily Mail in 2011, in 2016 a four-member team that handles the complaints for Mail 
Online and a three-member team for Daily Mail, was introduced. To speed up the publication 
of the corrections, the newspaper increased the amount of its ‘legal warnings’ and ensured 
that all its journalists have access to an organised database that informs them of previous 
complaints and sensitive matters. Also, the paper now has better structures for diagnosing 
and monitoring complaints quickly and for keeping up to date with their progress, and this is 
good for the complainants, for the publication and for the regulator.  
Examples from 2011 show that delayed corrections concerned sensitive matters, wrong 
allegations, or front-page errors (pictures 4-5).  
 
Picture 4. 18 October 2011, timespan: 213 days 
 
Picture 5. 26 October 2011, timespan: 403 days 
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Similarly in 2016, while the delays in publishing were less pronounced, these also concerned 
personal matters (pictures 6-8). Delays, however, might be the result of the negotiation 
process with the complainant, which differs in each case. As such, the responsibility for a 
delay may therefore not lie exclusively with the publisher.  
 
Picture 6. 27 January 2016, timespan: 214 days 
 
Picture 7. 31 August 2016, timespan: 260 days 
 
Picture 8. 12 December 2016, timespan: 175 days 
In four instances in 2016 (24 March, 25 July, 31 August 2016, and 12 October), where a delay 
is observed (62, 59, 260 and 91 days respectively from the original publication date), the 
corrections concerned cases that followed IPSO’s intervention, which resulted either in a 
ruling, or a resolution. The corrections were published on the same day or very shortly after 
IPSO’s ruling/resolution with the exception of the correction of 31 August 2016 where the 
correction was published after 29 days. When considering these correction dates, the 14 days 




Adequacy of corrections 
In the case of the clear identification of errors, as well as the provision of corrective 
information, the newspaper aspires to a ‘neat’ approach that highlights the error, the original 
story and the right position. There is no set formula, but the newspaper aims to set out what 
is getting corrected and to provide the clarification and accurate position in the belief that 
they are important both for the complainant, and also for the readers. There are some 
occasions where the corrections are rather unclear, thus reinforcing any confusion. The data 
show that these occasions were more frequent in 2011 although there were similar cases also 
in 2016. In both years, there are examples in which the nature of the error, and the corrective 
information, are unclear (see picture 9 for 2011, and picture 10 for 2016). In the first of these 
cases concerning the World Economic Forum Survey the correction fails to clearly identify the 
inaccuracy of the published story. In the second of these cases concerning Mr and Mrs Fry a 
very brief correction is provided to the effect that the two “had been leading separate lives 
before his illness”. This correction does not identify the alleged inaccuracy, probably so as to 
prevent a reoccurrence of the same issues that led to the correction being published.  
 
  
Picture 9. 17 October 2011  
 
 
 Picture 10. 27 January 2016                        
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In 2011 and 2016 there is broadly the same number of corrections (six in 2011 and seven in 
2016), where the publication included the name of the complainant that prompted the 
respective correction (pictures 11 and 12 for 2011, pictures 13 and 14 for 2016, below).  
 
Picture 11. 16 November 2011 
 
Picture 12. 22 November 2011 
 
Picture 13. 04 January 2016 
 
Picture 14. 12 July 2016 
In an effort to enhance the quality of corrections over and above the IPSO requirements, the 
publication included the date of the original article in its published corrections to a far greater 
extent in 2016. More specifically, in 2011 it was included in 65% of corrections and this 
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increased to 95% in 2016. The headline was usually omitted in both years, in 93% of the 
corrections in 2011 and in 94% in 2016. 
The inclusion of an apology remained relatively low in both years. However, it almost doubled 
in 2016. In qualitative terms, the inclusion of an apology seems to accompany serious 
infringements as required by the Editors’ Code. 
On occasion, the correction includes information which aims to explain that the error arose 
elsewhere, or that the information appeared in other newspapers. These explanations also seek 
somewhat to justify the newspaper’s position and distance it from the errors and arguably 
weaken the corrections’ possible remedial effect (pictures 15 and 16 for 2011; pictures 17 
and 18 for 2016).  
   
Picture 15. 01 November 2011   
     
Picture 16. 18 November 2011 
                  




 Picture 18. 17 June 2016 
At last, a sample of 30% of corrections from 2011 and 2016 shows that the average number 
of words the Daily Mail dedicates to its corrections is 53 words (varying from 29 to 90) in 2011 









3.3. Daily Mirror 
Prominence of corrections 
The Daily Mirror published eight corrections in 2011 and 10 corrections in 2016 (table 1, 













1 Daily Mirror 2011 05-Mar  14-Mar 
2 Daily Mirror 2011 08-Mar  14-Mar 
3 Daily Mirror 2011 12-Feb  21-Mar 
4 Daily Mirror 2011 11-Mar  21-Mar 
5 Daily Mirror 2011 20-Apr  10-May 
6 Daily Mirror 2011 08-Jun  16-Apr 
7 Daily Mirror 2011 20-Jun  11-Aug 
8 Daily Mirror 2011 25-Jul  28-Oct 
1 Daily Mirror 2016 19-Jan  20-Jan 
2 Daily Mirror 2016 24-Mar  31-Mar 
3 Daily Mirror 2016 11-Apr  12-Apr 
4 Daily Mirror 2016 11-Apr  12 Apr 
5 Daily Mirror 2016 14-Dec-2015 11-Jul-2016 
resolution 
13 Jul-2016 
6 Daily Mirror 2016 22-Jul  25-Jul 
7 Daily Mirror 2016 16-Aug  17-Aug 
8 Daily Mirror 2016 08-Sep  09-Sep 
9 Daily Mirror 2016 22-Nov  25-Nov 
10 Daily Mirror 2016 08-Dec  14-Dec 
Table 1. Published corrections (2011 & 2016) 
In 2011, six of the eight  corrections were published on the letters page, called ‘Your letters’. 
An approach that is not observed in any other publication is that the column heading included 
the name and the photograph of the column editor. The publication had a ‘corrections 
column’ in this page, the subheading of which was ‘For the Record’. While the policy 
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statement was located in the bottom right corner of the page, the corrections appeared in 
various positions (picture 2). The two exceptions were the corrections published on 10 May 
and 08 June, which were located on a different page (and not on the ‘letters page’) and were 
formatted differently (picture 3).  
 
Picture 1. Example of correction (28 October 2011). 
 
 
Picture 2. Example of correction and policy statement (23 March 2011). 
 
 
Picture 3. Example of correction (10 May 2011) 
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In 2016, all the corrections were published in the same area in a specifically designated 
corrections column on page 2, which is entitled ‘Corrections & Complaints’ (picture 4).  
The newspaper highlighted in the interview that there was no centralised process for non-
legal complaints handling under the PCC. Non-legal Complaints were handled locally with the 
exception of PCC complaints, which went through Trinity Mirror's head office. As a result, 
there are no records of how many direct complaints were received by regional newspapers. 
The new complaints process under IPSO was put in place in 2014 and has been the same ever 
since. In line with this process, complaints are either directed through the Trinity Mirror 
website to the Editorial Legal and Compliance Department and handled by the Head of the 
Department or sent locally to the editors of each individual paper who can respond directly. 
Serious matters that have come directly to a local newspaper, however, are forwarded to the 
Head of the Editorial Legal and Compliance Department.  
It emerged from the interview at the Daily Mirror that the system is much more centralised 
now as it ‘guarantees that every time someone makes an official complaint, and regardless of 
the merit of the complaint, they get it answered’. Depending on the case, if it concerns a 
minor error that does not breach the Code, the related information might get removed from 
the website or amended. Otherwise, the complaint is handled and responded to in terms of 
the Code. The newspaper underlined that errors should get corrected immediately once they 
are noticed. However, if there is a complaint, they usually publish the correction when they 
get an agreement with the complainant about the wording. This centralised system led also 
to the introduction of the corrections column on page 2. 
The Daily Mirror presented all the corrections published in 2016 in the same way whether 
they were a correction published as a result of  IPSO intervention (e.g. 13 July 2016, picture 4 
or corrections carried out without IPSO’s intervention (e.g. 25 November 2016, picture 6) 
However, there are occasions where the corrections were presented differently, namely in a 




Picture 4. Example of correction (13 July 2016) 
 
Picture 5. Example of correction (25 August 2016) 
 
Picture 6. Example of correction (25 November 2016) 
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When the location of the original article is compared to the location of the correction, in 2011, 
five out of seven corrections (for which there is information available) were published on a 
later page than the original article, and on one occasion (10 May 2011 –highlighted in bold in 











1 Daily Mirror 2011 14-Mar 29 42 
2 Daily Mirror 2011 14-Mar 44 42 
3 Daily Mirror 2011 21-Mar 30 42 
4 Daily Mirror 2011 21-Mar 27 42 
5 Daily Mirror 2011 10-May 21 21 
6 Daily Mirror 2011 08-Jun N/A 6 
7 Daily Mirror 2011 11-Aug 24 44 
8 Daily Mirror 2011 28-Oct 4 62 
Table 2. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011) 
 
Figure 1. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011).  
In 2016, this approach changed entirely: all corrections were published on an earlier page 
than the original article, with the exception of two instances (12 April and 13 July) when the 



















Prominence: Daily Mirror (2011)
Original page Correction page
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table below). The newspaper explained that when there is a correction it is usually published 
on page 2 ‘regardless of where in the newspaper the original article had appeared’. There are 
no front-page corrections, although the publication has been asked to publish a front-page 
banner to indicate the existence of a correction inside.  
Correction 
number 






1 Daily Mirror 2016 20-Jan 11 2 
2 Daily Mirror 2016 31-Mar 3 2 
3 Daily Mirror 2016 12-Apr 36 2 
4 Daily Mirror 2016 12-Apr 2 2 
5 Daily Mirror 2016 13-Jul 2 2 
6 Daily Mirror 2016 25-Jul 15 2 
7 Daily Mirror 2016 17-Aug 42 2 
8 Daily Mirror 2016 09-Sep 26 2 
9 Daily Mirror 2016 25-Nov 16 2 
10 Daily Mirror 2016 14-Dec 7 2 
Table 3. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2016).  
 































Prominence: Daily Mirror (2016)
Original page Correction page
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Speed of corrections 
The number of days taken between the publication of the original article and the publication 











1 Daily Mirror 2011 05-Mar 14-Mar 9 days 
2 Daily Mirror 2011 08-Mar 14-Mar 6 days 
3 Daily Mirror 2011 12-Feb 21-Mar 37 days 
4 Daily Mirror 2011 11-Mar 21-Mar 10 days 
5 Daily Mirror 2011 20-Apr 10-May 20 days 
6 Daily Mirror 2011 16-Apr 08-Jun 53 days 
7 Daily Mirror 2011 20-Jun 11-Aug 52 days 
8 Daily Mirror 2011 25-Jul 28-Oct 95 days 
Table 4. Speed of corrections (2011) 
 
Figure 3. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011).  
In 2016 most corrections in the Daily Mirror were handled within a week. In 2016 the longest 
delay occurred in the case of a correction that followed an IPSO resolution (13 July 2016, 
timespan: 211 days). However, this correction was published two days after the complaint 
































Speed of corrections: Daily Mirror (2011)
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14 April 2016, almost four months after the publication of the article. Otherwise, the 













1 Daily Mirror 2016 19-Jan 20-Jan 1 day 
2 Daily Mirror 2016 24-Mar 31-Mar 7 days 
3 Daily Mirror 2016 11-Apr 12-Apr 1 day 
4 Daily Mirror 2016 11-Apr 12-Apr 1 day 
5 Daily Mirror 2016 14-Dec 13-Jul 211 days 
6 Daily Mirror 2016 22-Jul 25-Jul 3 days 
7 Daily Mirror 2016 16-Aug 17-Aug 1 day 
8 Daily Mirror 2016 8-Sep 9-Sep 1 day 
9 Daily Mirror 2016 22-Nov 25-Nov 3 days 
10 Daily Mirror 2016 08-Dec 14-Dec 6 days 
Table 5. Speed of corrections (2016) 
 
 
Figure 4. Speed of corrections (2016) 
1 7 1 1
211



















Speed of corrections: Daily Mirror (2016)
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A comparative figure for both years is presented below (figure 5). The median for 2011 was 
29 days, whereas for 2016 it was 2 days. 
 
Figure 5. Speed of corrections (2011 & 2016) 
 
Adequacy of corrections 
The Daily Mirror identified the error clearly and provided sufficient clarifying information on 
most occasions.  
Most corrections moved beyond IPSO requirements by including the page number of the 
original article in both years, thus enhancing its findability. The Daily Mirror underlined that 
they had aimed to address this issue and to always identify the original story.  
The Daily Mirror included the date of the original article in all its corrections, although the 
original article’s title was omitted in both years (apart from an exception on 25 November 
2016). An apology was provided only once (25 November 2016). The paper explained that the 
inclusion of an apology depends on the seriousness of the mistakes in the context of the 
article, and on the agreement reached with regard to the wording.  
The number of words the newspaper dedicated to its corrections varied from 28 to 84 in 2011, 
and from 16 to 71 in 2016. In 2011, the longest correction was on 21 March and included the 
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name of the complainant as a referral point for the correction (picture 10). The correction 
with the highest number of words for 2016 appeared on 25 November and concerned a 
political matter. The correction with the lowest number of words in 2016 referred to an error 
in a name (pictures 11-12).  
       
Picture 10. 21 March 2011         
 
Picture 11. 25 November 2016               
 








3.4. Daily Record 
Prominence of corrections 
The Daily Record published 20 corrections in 2011 and 16 corrections in 2016 (table 1 - cited 














9 Daily Record 2016 09-Mar 19-Jul 
ruling 
08-Aug 
Table 1. Published correction following an IPSO resolution/ruling (2016) 
It was explained in the interview that most corrections concern issues of accuracy and 
interpretation of fair comment. The managing editor (previously the Publishing Director) 
replies to ‘every reasonable’ complaint regardless of whether they breach the Code, as the 
publication aims to spread the culture that ‘no complaint goes unattended to. Every 
complaint is looked into, investigated and replied to’. For more complex matters, the editor 
contacts the reporter, or the editor concerned, to get more details on the story. The 
interviewee stated that under IPSO the newspaper takes corrections more seriously and is 
more proactive. It was also claimed by the interviewee that this process helped from a 
‘journalistic integrity’ point of view, as on the whole, the paper’s journalistic rigour has been 
strengthened. For instance, it was explained that the newspaper’s lawyers are not only 
looking into published stories, but they challenge the news desk with IPSO related issues prior 
to publication, helping journalists to be proactive in avoiding particular types of complaints.  
In 2011, the newspaper published a daily policy statement in a dedicated space entitled ‘For 
the Record’, positioned at the bottom of page 2 (picture 1). When it published a correction, 
this was also included in the same space and with the same heading (picture 2). In 2016, the 
newspaper continued to publish its corrections on page 2, apart from three instances (07 
May, 15 December, and 27 December), when the corrections were published on page 6 for 
the first one, and on page 4 for the other two. In 2016, the corrections column was located 
on the left-hand side of the page and entitled ‘Corrections and complaints’ in capital letters. 
While this was positioned in a prominent space, the fonts of the headline were slightly smaller 
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than others, in the same column (picture 3). The same applies to the publication’s policy 
statement, which was also published on the same spot (picture 4).  
The importance of the existence of a specific corrections column was stressed in the 
interview. Even though there are rare occasions when the correction is published on another 
page, a regular slot gives readers the opportunity to find corrections more easily. Moreover, 
this ‘standard procedure’ allows the publication to avoid engagement in negotiations on the 
location of the correction, either with individuals, or with third-party bodies, such as  
organisations or political parties. This is considered by the newspaper to be an effective 
process that differs considerably from the newspaper’s previous approach, when corrections 
were published on a random page, towards the end of the paper. Even though page 2 is 
regarded as the best place for corrections, the interviewee pointed out that ‘to a certain 
extent it doesn’t exactly matter where it goes as long as it is consistent every time. So, if you 
decide you want to put all the corrections on the letters page, I think that this fine, as long as 
you do it on the letters page every single day’, adding also that ‘I think the fact that you have 
to put something on page 2 to effectively announce it to the world that you got something 
wrong is quite painful for editors but I think that has helped to establish standards’.  
 




Picture 2. Example of correction and policy statement (3 December 2011) 
 
Picture 3. Example of correction (15 December 2016) 
 
Picture 4. Example of policy statement (29 July 2016) 
There is information available about the page on which the original article was published for 
17 of the 20 corrections published in 2011 (85%). On all occasions, the corrections were 
published on an earlier page (page 2), as it shown by table 2 and the visual representation on 













1 Daily Record 2011 15-Nov 20 2 
2 Daily Record 2011 15-Nov 6 2 
3 Daily Record 2011 15-Nov 4 and 5  2 
4 Daily Record 2011 22-Nov 6 and 7 2 
5 Daily Record 2011 23-Nov 13  2 
6 Daily Record 2011 29-Nov N/A 2 
7 Daily Record 2011 29-Nov 45 2 
8 Daily Record 2011 29 Nov 17 2 
9 Daily Record 2011 30-Nov 23 2 
10 Daily Record 2011 01-Dec 64 2 
11 Daily Record 2011 02-Dec N/A 2 
12 Daily Record 2011 03-Dec 25 2 
13 Daily Record 2011 07-Dec 44 2 
14 Daily Record 2011 13-Dec 44 2 
15 Daily Record 2011 14-Dec 44 2 
16 Daily Record 2011 15-Dec 11 2 
17 Daily Record 2011 20-Dec 24 2 
18 Daily Record 2011 20-Dec 60-61 2 
19 Daily Record 2011 22-Dec N/A 2 
20 Daily Record 2011 22-Dec 11 2 




Figure 1. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011).  
For 2016, information about the location of the original article is available for all the 
corrections. On three occasions – one of which followed an IPSO resolution (correction 
published on 08 August) – the correction was published on a later page than the original 
article as the original article was partially published on the front-page. These are indicated in 
bold on the table below. There is one occasion when the correction was published on the 











1 Daily Record 2016 18-Jan 12 2 
2 Daily Record 2016 25-Mar 26 2 
3 Daily Record 2016 02-Apr 19 2 
4 Daily Record 2016 07-May 13 6 
5 Daily Record 2016 28-May 27 2 
6 Daily Record 2016 02-Jun 17 2 
7 Daily Record 2016 21-Jun 6 2 
8 Daily Record 2016 22-Jul 2 2 
9 Daily Record 2016 08-Aug 1 and 4-5 2 
10 Daily Record 2016 27-Aug 29 2 



















Prominence: Daily Record (2011)
Original page number Correction page
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12 Daily Record 2016 06-Sep 23 2 
13 Daily Record 2016 30-Sep 1 2 
14 Daily Record 2016 11-Oct 19 2 
15 Daily Record 2016 15-Dec 1 and 4-5  4 
16 Daily Record 2016 27-Dec 5 4 
Table 3. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2016) 
 
Figure 2. Prominence: Original page the article was published and correction page (2016).  
 
Speed of corrections 
The time period between the publication of the original article and the correction varied in 












1 Daily Record 2011 14-Nov 15-Nov 1 day 
2 Daily Record 2011 14-Nov 15-Nov 1 day 
3 Daily Record 2011 12-Nov 15-Nov 3 days 
4 Daily Record 2011 19-Nov 22-Nov 3 days 



















Prominence: Daily Record (2016)
Original page number Correction page
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6 Daily Record 2011 26-Nov 29-Nov 3 days 
7 Daily Record 2011 26-Nov 29-Nov 3 days 
8 Daily Record 2011 01-Sep 29-Nov 90 days 
9 Daily Record 2011 28-Nov 30-Nov 2 days 
10 Daily Record 2011 30-Nov 01-Dec 1 day 
11 Daily Record 2011 01-Dec 02-Dec 1 day 
12 Daily Record 2011 02-Dec 03-Dec 1 day 
13 Daily Record 2011 05-Dec 07-Dec 2 days 
14 Daily Record 2011 12-Dec 13-Dec 1 day 
15 Daily Record 2011 13-Dec 14-Dec 1 day 
16 Daily Record 2011 28-Nov 15-Dec 17 days 
17 Daily Record 2011 17-Dec 20-Dec 3 days 
18 Daily Record 2011 16-Dec 20-Dec 4 days 
19 Daily Record 2011 01-Nov 22-Dec 52 days 
20 Daily Record 2011 14-Dec 22-Dec 8 days 
Table 4. Speed of corrections (2011) 
 























Speed of corrections: Daily Record (2011)
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The longer delay is observed in three cases, on 29 November (90 days), on 5 December (155 
days) and on 22 December (52 days). In the first two instances the correction concerned a 
wrong allegation, whereas in the latter it concerned a personal issue (pictures 5-7, below). 
 
Picture 5. 29 November 2011 
 
Picture 6. 05 December 2011 
 
Picture 7. 22 December 2011 
In 2016, corrections were published in a much shorter time-frame, that varied from 1 to 13 
days (table 5, figure 4, below), with the exception of the correction that was published on 8 












1 Daily Record 2016 14-Jan 18-Jan 4 days 
2 Daily Record 2016 24-Mar 25-Mar 1 day 
3 Daily Record 2016 23-Mar 02-Apr 10 days 
4 Daily Record 2016 02-May 07-May 5 days 
5 Daily Record 2016 27-May 28-May 1 day 
6 Daily Record 2016 01-Jun 02-Jun 1 day 
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7 Daily Record 2016 20-Jun 21-Jun 1 day 
8 Daily Record 2016 21-Jul 22-Jul 1 day 
9 Daily Record 2016 09-Mar 08-Aug 152 days 
10 Daily Record 2016 19-Aug 27-Aug 8 days 
11 Daily Record 2016 20-Aug 02-Sep 13 days 
12 Daily Record 2016 03-Sep 06-Sep 3 days 
13 Daily Record 2016 29-Sep 30-Sep 1 day 
14 Daily Record 2016 10-Oct 11-Oct 1 day 
15 Daily Record 2016 14-Dec 15-Dec 1 day 
16 Daily Record 2016 26-Dec 27-Dec 1 day 
Table 5. Speed of corrections (2016) 
 
 
Figure 4. Speed of corrections (2016) 
A visual representation for both years, is presented below (figure 5). The median for 2011 was 

























Figure 5. Speed of corrections (2011 & 2016) 
The interviewee explained that the aim is to resolve complaints as quickly as possible, 
especially because in the post-IPSO period, speed of corrections is one of the issues for which 
the publication is held accountable. However, the Daily Record prioritises important matters 
as ‘the bigger the error, the higher the priority’, even if there is no complaint. The interviewee 
highlighted that ‘if it is a meaningful mistake or error, we would be doing a disservice to our 
readers not to correct it’. In any case, the paper does not tend to correct anything without 
properly investigating it, and if the case seems to take a bit longer, the editor informs the 
complainant that they are handling the complaint.  
The newspaper’s good timeliness record is evident from the above table and figures. The only 
exception concerns the above-mentioned correction that was published on 8 August 2016 
following an IPSO ruling, and which concerned a false allegation (picture 8, below).This was a 
contested case in which the complainant was in prison at the time of the complaint, which 
delayed the correspondence process. The correction was published 152 days from the date 
of the original publication and 20 days after IPSO’s decision was issued. The 14 days review 
period after the publication of IPSO’s ruling would, however, need to be taken into account. 
Unless publication and complainant agreed, it would not have been possible to publish this 




Picture 8. 08 August 2016 
 
Adequacy of corrections 
On most occasions, the newspaper identified the errors with sufficient clarity and managed 
to provide corrective and clarifying information in both years. The Daily Record also provided 
further information beyond the requirements set by IPSO that assisted the findability of 
corrections. This was even more the case in 2016 when it is compared to 2011. More 
specifically, in 2011, all the corrections included the date the article was originally published, 
however, only 10% of them included the title (headline). In 2016, the vast majority of the 
corrections also included the date (94%), and an increased number of them (31%) the title 
(headline) of the original article (figure 6). As the interviewee explained, the wording is agreed 
with the complainant, but the newspaper always includes a reference to the story, by 
referring to the date of the article, the error and the correct position. The publication became 
more attentive to this process post-IPSO and deals with the complaints in a more professional 
and thorough manner.  
In 2016 there was a slight increase in the inclusion of an apology shown in figure 7 below. As 
was explained in the interview, the decision on whether to include an apology is a complex 
issue given that the inclusion of an apology could be regarded as an ‘outright admission of 
fault’. Therefore, it has to be taken carefully and an apology needs to be offered only when it 
is appropriate. However, in most cases its inclusion depends on the negotiation with the 
complainant, when both parties agree on the wording. The most important change IPSO 
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brought about in this regard concerns minor corrections, which were probably not dealt with 
as thoroughly in the past.  
The examination of a 50% sample shows that the number of words the Daily Record dedicated 
to its corrections in 2011 varied from 29 to 73 words, and the average was 50 words. In 2016, 
the amount of the words varied from 32 to 72, and the average number was 48 words, very 






















3.5. Daily Star 
Prominence of corrections 












1 Daily Star 2011 09-Jul  13-Jul 
2 Daily Star 2011 30-Sep  15-Oct 
1 Daily Star 2016 15-Apr  16-Apr 
Table 1. Published corrections (2011 & 2016) 
In 2011, both corrections were published on page 2, in the right-hand column. The first 
correction was positioned in a yellow-coloured space, whereas the second was published in 
a white space. On both occasions, the corrections’ titles and fonts followed the pattern of the 
rest of the published material in the column, which arguably reduced their visibility (pictures 
1 and 2).  
 
Picture 1. Example of correction (13 July 2011) 
 
Picture 2. Example of correction (15 October 2011) 
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In 2016, the correction published on 16 April, was placed on page 23 on the right-hand side 
of the page, in a blue-coloured column. As in 2011, there was no specific space for the 
corrections, even though the newspaper included a policy statement at the bottom of the 
page, which could have acted as a correction space (picture 3, below).  
 
Picture 3. Example of correction and policy statement (16 April 2016) 
An interesting observation concerns the policy statement itself, which stated that ‘all 
corrections and clarifications which result from complaints to this publication will be 
published on this page’ (picture 4, below).  
 
 
Picture 4. Policy statement (2016) 
In 2016, the policy statement was always published on the Daily Star’s version of the letter 
page called ‘Forum’. However, the page number of the letters page varied from pages 19 to 




Figure 1. Policy statement (2016) 
The only published correction in 2016 did not follow IPSO’s intervention. 
Information about the original publication page is available for all the corrections. In 2011, 
the corrections were published on an earlier page, whereas in 2016, it was published on a 












1 Daily Star 2011 13-Jul 13 2 
2 Daily Star 2011 15-Oct 25 2 
1 Daily Star 2016 16-Apr 4 23 
Table 2. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011 & 2016) 
The number of words that the Daily Star dedicated to its corrections varied from 51 words 
(2016) to 56 words (for both corrections in 2011).  
 
Speed of corrections 
The Daily Star published all its corrections within two weeks (table 3). Regarding the 
correction that was published after 15 days, the publication received the complaint via the 
















































1 Daily Star 2011 09-Jul 13-Jul 4 days 
2 Daily Star 2011 30-Sep 15-Oct 15 days 
1 Daily Star 2016 15-Apr 16-Apr 1 day 
Table 3. Speed of corrections (2011 & 2016) 
 
Adequacy of corrections 
The two 2011 corrections concerned personal affairs and provided adequate information 
about the error and the correct position (pictures 7 and 8).  
     











3.6. Eastern Daily Press 
Prominence of corrections 
The Eastern Daily Press published four corrections in 2011 and four corrections in 2016 (table 













1 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2011 22-Nov  12-Jul 
2 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2011 12-Aug  15-Aug 
3 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2011 05-Jul  23-Aug 
4 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2011 20-Apr  21-Sept 
1 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2016 25-Jun  29-Jun 
2 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2016 06-Jul  13-Jul 
3 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2016 01-Aug  02-Aug 
4 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2016 18-Oct  20-Oct 
Table 1. Published corrections (2011 & 2016) 
The interviewee explained that ‘in terms of all the complaints we receive, and how many of 
the percentage of those that end up with a published correction or apology, I would say less 
than 5% of them end up in a published apology or clarification.’ Notwithstanding the small 
number of corrections that get published, the interviewee mentioned that the above-
mentioned slight increase is due to the fact that ‘our process under IPSO has forced us to 
think really hard about our complaints process and what structure we had in place for it’. 
Most of the complaints that the newspaper receives do not concern matters which are 
potentially a breach of the Code - they may complaints about an incorrect spelling or 
insignificant inaccuracies. Therefore, these complaints are easy to handle, and the 
interviewee explained that ‘sometimes it's difficult to draw a distinction between somebody 
commenting on something within a website or a newspaper and complaining about 
something’. In any case, the interviewee added that ‘if we have made a significant error and 
this can result in confusion or requires an apology, then we will do that’.  
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The publication did not include a specific correction column in 2011 or in 2016, but it had a 
dedicated space for its policy statement (picture 1, below). The interviewee explained that 
‘we have considered where we have a correction and clarification column in our newspapers 
but on reflection we have decided, considering the volume of clarification and apologies that 
we publish, and the time within which we would want to do them, it wasn't practical solution 
to the issue and in term of how we decide where and when to publish clarification or 
apologies in our newspapers. It's on a case by case basis.’ The interview explained their 
approach to the placement of corrections in the following way: ‘by and large our rough rule 
of thumb is we would always like to try and ensure that apologies or clarifications appear in 
the first few pages of the newspaper and almost always, unless there would be a very good 
reason prior to the page where the initial mistake or the error was made. I often publish an 
apology in the newspaper of page 2 even if the original article appeared on page 32’. 
 
 
Picture 1. Example of policy statement (22 March 2016). 
Corrections were published on random pages: in 2011 these were published on pages 2, 23, 
5 and 10 respectively (only the second one on the letters page). In 2016, they were spread 
across the newspaper, although in one occasion the correction was published on the letters 
page (13 July 2016).  
As pictures 2-3 (for 2011) and 4-7 (for 2016) highlight there was no specific pattern, and also 





Picture 2. Example of correction (23 August 2011).  
 
Picture 3. Example of correction (21 September 2011).  
 




Picture 5. Example of correction (13 July 2016) 
 
 
Picture 6. Example of correction (02 August 2016) 
 
 
Picture 7. Example of correction (20 October 2016) 
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Information is available about the page on which the original article was published for all 
corrections in 2011. Two corrections were published on an earlier page than the original 
article (on 12 July 2011 the original article was published on page 13 and the correction on 
page 2, and on 15 August 2011 the original article was published on page 24, whereas the 
correction was published on page 23), one correction on the same page (23 August 2011), 
and one at a later page, as the correction concerned a front-page article (21 September 2011 











1 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2011 12-Jul 13 2 
2 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2011 15-Aug 24 23 
3 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2011 23-Aug 5 5 
4 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2011 21-Sep 1 10 
Table 2. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011) 
 
 



























Prominence: Eastern Daily Press (2011)
Original page number Correction page
73 
 
In 2016, one correction was published on a later page (2 August, highlighted in bold in the 
table below), and one on the same page (20 October). The other two were published on an 












1 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2016 29-Jun 58 38 
2 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2016 13-Jul 29 26 
3 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2016 02-Aug 40 42 
4 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2016 20-Oct 2 2 
Table 3. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2016) 
 
 
Figure 2. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2016).  
 
Speed of corrections 
In 2016, the timeframe in which the Eastern Daily Press published its corrections was within 
a week. This represents an important difference from 2011 when there were two significantly 


























Prominence: Eastern Daily Press (2016)
Original page no Correction page
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usually means that the correction is added in the next available edition. According to the 
interviewee, the only reason the correction might not get published in the next available 
edition is of a practical nature such as when the process of agreeing the exact wording with 












1 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2011 22-Nov 2010 12-Jul 232 days 
2 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2011 12-Aug 15-Aug 3 days 
3 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2011 05-Jul 23-Aug 49 days 
4 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2011 20-Apr 21-Sep 154 days 
1 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2016 25-Jun 29-Jun 4 days 
2 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2016 06-Jul 13-Jul 7 days 
3 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2016 01-Aug 02-Aug 1 day 
4 Eastern Daily 
Press 
2016 18-Oct 20-Oct 2 days 
Table 4. Speed of corrections (2011 & 2016) 
 
As it is shown in picture 8, the correction with the highest delay concerned a wrong allegation. 
  
Picture 8. 12 July 2011, timespan: 232 days 
The difference between the two years (2011 and 2016) is presented visually below (figure 3). 




Figure 3. Speed of corrections (2011 & 2016) 
 
Adequacy of corrections 
The Eastern Daily Press identified the errors clearly and provided corrective information in all 
corrections from 2011 and 2016. Going over and above IPSO requirements, it consistently 
included the date of the published article, and – with the exception of two corrections (2 
August 2016, 20 October 2016) – also the heading of the article. There was only one apology 
in the sample (picture 5, above). However, an element that is unique for this newspaper is 
that there are two cases - one in 2011 and one in 2016 - where it offered its space to non-
journalists to provide a correction plus clarifying information on a matter (pictures 9, 10). 
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Picture 9. 15 August 2011       Picture 10. 13 July 2016 
The number of words the newspaper dedicates to its corrections, varies from 72 words to 235 
words in 2016, as shown in the figure below. The highest number of words concerns a special 


















3.7. Express and Star 
Prominence of the corrections 
The Express and Star published only three corrections, all of them in 2016 (table 1). None of 













1 Express & Star 2016 20-Jan  15-Feb 
2 Express & Star 2016 25-May  28-May 
3 Express & Star 2016 22-Jun  30-Jun 
Table 1. Published corrections (2016) 
In 2016, the newspaper published their complaints handling policy every day, on page 9. 
Likewise, corrections also appeared on the same page (9), which was also the publication’s 
letters page. When there was a correction, a dedicated space appeared on the page, entitled 
‘Our Code of Conduct’. However, this was not consistently located on the same part of the 
page as the policy ‘statement’, and it could be found either on the right top corner or in 
different places at the bottom of the page. When there was a correction, the ‘policy 
statement’ was published in the same box as the correction as well as in a different one 
entitled ‘How to join the debate’. When there was no correction it was only published in the 
‘How to join the debate’ box. Despite the existence of a headline for this space there was also 
an additional title for each correction that either referred to the type of the correction (e.g. 
‘Inquest clarification’ on 15 February), or to its theme (28 May, 30 June) (pictures 1-4). Overall, 
the use of coloured, large fonts and coloured boxes draws the correction to the attention of 
the reader, although this is somewhat mitigated by the fact that other adjacent boxes headed 





Picture 1. Example of policy statement (31 December 2016) 
 
Picture 2. Example of correction (15 February 2016) 
 
Picture 3. Example of correction (28 May 2016) 
 




As far as prominence is concerned, two of the corrections were published on an earlier page 
than the original article, but another one (28 May 2016) was published on a later page, 












1 Express & Star 2016 15-Feb 14 9 
2 Express & 
Star 
2016 28-May 4 9 
3 Express & Star 2016 30-Jun 13 9 
Table 2. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2016) 
The number of words the Express and Star dedicated to its corrections are 56, 45, and 133 
respectively.  
 
Speed of corrections 
All corrections were published within the timeframe of a month. More specifically, the 
corrections were published within 26, 2 and 8 days respectively.  
 
Adequacy of corrections 
The clarity of corrections varied. The last correction of 30 June offered a detailed description 
of the error and of the correct position, whereas the second one (of 28 May) lacked such 
clarity (pictures 5, 6). The inaccuracy is identified but there is insufficient corrective 
information as a result of which it remains unclear who the actual person is who was meant 




   
Picture 5. 30 June 2016                                Picture 6. 28 May 2016 
Moving beyond the IPSO requirements, all corrections included the date of the original article, 
but none of them provided its headline. Apologies were used in two of the three cases, where 


















3.8. Lincolnshire Echo 
Prominence, speed and adequacy of corrections 
The Lincolnshire Echo only published one correction in 2011, and no corrections in 2016 (table 















2011 18-Jun  21-Jun 
Table 1. Published correction (2011) 
 
The correction in 2011 was published on page 12, on the left-hand column of the page. It was 
entitled ‘Comment clarification’, and the publication used the same fonts and structural 
elements as for the rest of the content on that page (picture 1). It was, however, quite visible 
due to the large font headline that the Lincolnshire Echo used. In 2011, the newspaper also 
published a policy statement related to the PCC, under the title ‘Your Echo’, although this 
appeared on a different page (page 2) (picture 2).  
 
Picture 1. Example of correction (21 June 2011) 
 
Picture 2. Example of policy statement (2011) 
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The length of the correction was 124 words. This included both the title and the date of the 
original article, as well as an apology, as the correction concerned a misidentification of a 
person and the wrong attribution of a particular quote to this person (picture 3). The 
correction clearly identified the error and provided clarifying information. It was, however, 
published on a later page (12) compared to the original article, which was published on page 
7. The correction was published in a timely manner, within three days.  
 
 
Picture 3. 21 June 2011 
 
Despite the lack of corrections in 2016, the newspaper published a daily policy statement on 
the left-hand column of page 2, directly below the newspaper’s contact details (picture 4).  
 







3.9. Manchester Evening News 
Prominence of corrections 
The Manchester Evening News published nine corrections in 2011 and only one correction in 















2011 14-Feb  19-Feb 
2 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 04-Feb  21-Feb 
3 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 29-Mar  01-Apr 
4 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 17-Jun  21-Jun 
5 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 21-Jun  22-Jun 
6 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 25-Jun  28-Jun 
7 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 08-Jul  09-Jul 
8 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 06-Jul  08-Sep 
9 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 07-Dec  09-Dec 
1 Manchester 
Evening News 
2016 01-Jan  02-Jan 
Table 1. Published corrections (2011 & 2016) 
In relation to prominence, there is a difference between 2011 and 2016. The limited number 
of corrections in 2016 does not however allow for a direct comparison. In 2011, five out of 
nine corrections were published on page 2. The remaining ones were published on different 
pages (19 February: page 16; 1 April: page 27; 8 September: page 4; 9 December: page 48), 
which were also the respective letters page, apart from the correction on 8 September 2011. 
In all cases, corrections were located on the right-hand column of the page. However, there 
was no standard headline. Corrections usually included the word ‘clarification’, they indicated 
the theme of the correction, and used the same font and type colour as the other headlines 
on the page. The use of same fonts (size and colour) does not render corrections particularly 
visible (pictures 1 and 2). The correction on 8 September 2011, while it followed the same 
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visual rules, did not include an indicator that the text was referring to a correction (e.g. a 
relevant headline) (picture 3).  
 
 
Picture 1. Example of correction (19 February 2011) 
 
 
Picture 2. Example of correction (21 February 2011) 
 
 
Picture 3. Example of correction (08 September 2011).  
In 2016, the publication took a totally different approach with a dedicated corrections column 
on page 2 at the right-hand bottom corner, which included the newspaper’s complaints 
handling policy. This box was published on every day within the sample. In the one instance 
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when there was a correction, this was also included in the same space as the policy statement 
(picture 4). The publication investigates the complaint internally, if the complainant contacted 
them first, and, if they feel it is justified, agree with them a form of wording for the 
apology/clarification and publish it as soon as possible. If they do not think the complaint is 
justified, they would always pass on IPSO’s details in case the complainant wants further 
advice. Complaints sent straight to IPSO are referred to the publisher’s central legal team. 
Again, an attempt is made to resolve the situation directly with the complainant in the first 
28 days before IPSO would begin an investigation.   
 
 
Picture 4. Example of correction (02 January 2016).  
As far as the prominence is concerned, in 2011 there are two occasions when the corrections 
were published on a later page than the original article (table 2 and figure 1, below). These 
are indicated in bold in the table below. In 2016, the correction appeared on an earlier page 
















2011 19-Feb 30 16 
2 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 21-Feb 13 2 
3 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 01-Apr 9 27 
4 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 21-Jun 24 2 
5 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 22-Jun 7 2 
6 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 28-Jun 2 2 
7 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 09-Jul 17 2 
8 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 08-Sep N/A 4 
9 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 09-Dec 40 48 
1 Manchester 
Evening News 
2016 02-Jan 11 2 
Table 2. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011 & 2016).  
 
 
Figure 1. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011) 
The number of words the newspaper dedicates to its corrections varied from 44 to 73 in 2011. 






















Speed of corrections 
In 2011, corrections were published in a timely fashion, ranging from 1 to 17 days (figure 23), 
apart from the correction published in 8 September, which required 64 days. This concerned 
the signing of an agreement between two parties (picture 5). The correction in 2016 was 
published within a day (table 3, figure 2). The median for 2011 was 3 days, whereas the 














2011 14-Feb 19-Feb 5 days 
2 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 04-Feb 21-Feb 17 days 
3 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 29-Mar 01-Apr 2 days 
4 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 17-Jun 21-Jun 3 days 
5 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 21-Jun 22-Jun 1 day 
6 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 25-Jun 28-Jun 3 days 
7 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 08-Jul 09-Jul 1 day 
8 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 06-Jul 08-Sep 64 days 
9 Manchester 
Evening News 
2011 07-Dec 09-Dec 2 days 
1 Manchester 
Evening News 
2016 01-Jan 02-Jan 1 day 





Figure 2. Speed of corrections (2011 & 2016) 
 
Picture 5. 08 September 2011. 
 
Adequacy of corrections 
All corrections identified the error clearly and offered the correct position.  
Most corrections went beyond IPSO requirements (apart from the one on 9 July 2011) and 
included the date of the original article. However, the headline was omitted from the 
correction in all cases. An apology was provided on one occasion only, in the correction 
published on 2nd January 2016 (picture 4 above), which was related to an error that might 
have caused inconvenience to readers as it referred to a wrong location about where they 






Prominence of corrections 
Metro published 36 corrections in 2011 and 30 corrections in 2016 (table 1, Appendix 3). None 
of them followed IPSO’s intervention. In both 2011 and 2016 corrections were published 
almost exclusively on page 2 (apart from two occasions, on 21 April 2016 and 26 August 2016, 
when they appeared on page 4).  
On 17 October 2011, the publication introduced its ‘Corrections & clarifications’ column, 
which was located at the top of page 2, usually at the right-hand side of the page, although it 
occasionally appeared in other positions. The corrections column was appropriately 
signposted, as the newspaper used distinct colours and its logo to attract attention (pictures 
1 and 2, below). On 8 November 2011, the location of the correction column changed: Metro 
introduced a new column, entitled ‘Metro Dateline’, which was positioned at the top of page 
2, on the left-hand side. This also included a ‘Corrections and clarifications’ area. Even though 
the publication kept a dedicated space with a standard headline for the corrections, this area 
was less visible, as the fonts (size and colours) were similar to the ones used for the rest of 
the ‘Dateline’ column (picture 3, below).  
 




Picture 2. Example of correction and policy statement (18 October 2011) 
 
 
Picture3. Example of correction and policy statement (8 November 2011) 
 
In 2016, the newspaper still had a specific corrections column, entitled ‘Corrections & 
Clarifications’. It usually appeared at the bottom of page 2, in the right-hand corner. The 
dedicated space was coloured differently (beige background), and to enhance visibility, the 
newspaper used red capital letters for the headline. In this area, it also included its policy 
statement (picture 4, below). There are instances though, in which the correction was located 
in a different place. When that occurred, the ‘Corrections & clarifications’ area became less 




Picture 4. Example of correction (26 October 2016) 
 
Picture 5. Example of correction (22 November 2016) 
 
 




The visibility of corrections was also reduced when the newspaper published multiple 
corrections on the same day. This happened almost exclusively in 2011 (apart from one 
occasion on 05 September 2016). On these occasions Metro did not use any dividers, or any 
design features to distinguish different corrections from each other (pictures 7 and 8). 
 
Picture 7. 9 November 2011 
 
Picture 8. 23 December 2011 
The page on which the original article was published is available for all corrections in 2011.. 
All of them were published on an earlier page than the original article (table 1 - cited in 





Figure 1. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011).  
 
In 2016, this tendency remained largely the same, with a correction published on a later page 
than the original story only in four instances. For three of these four instances the story was 
originally published on the front-page and the correction on page 2 (15 January, 08 June and 
15 December), whereas for the fourth correction (26 August) the article was published on 
page 3 and the correction on page 4. These are indicated in bold in the table below. There are 
also two corrections (18 March, 2 November) that were published on the same page (2) as 












1 Metro 2016 15-Jan 1 and 5  2 
2 Metro 2016 17-Feb 26 2 
3 Metro 2016 18-Mar 2 2 
4 Metro 2016 22-Mar 9 2 
5 Metro 2016 11-Apr 32 2 
6 Metro 2016 15-Apr 7 2 























Original page no Correction page
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8 Metro 2016 20-May 4 2 
9 Metro 2016 08-Jun 1 and 20  2 
10 Metro 2016 20-Jun 4 2 
11 Metro 2016 27-Jun 69 2 
12 Metro 2016 15-Aug 40 2 
13 Metro 2016 19-Aug 4 2 
14 Metro 2016 26-Aug 3 4 
15 Metro 2016 05-Sep 47 2 
16 Metro 2016 05-Sep 7 2 
17 Metro 2016 06-Sep 23 2 
18 Metro 2016 19-Sep 36 2 
19 Metro 2016 26-Sep 6 2 
20 Metro 2016 27-Sep 16 2 
21 Metro 2016 25-Oct 5 2 
22 Metro 2016 26-Oct 48 2 
23 Metro 2016 28-Oct 6 2 
24 Metro 2016 02-Nov 2 2 
25 Metro 2016 11-Nov 25  2 
26 Metro 2016 22-Nov 38 2 
27 Metro 2016 09-Dec 22 2 
28 Metro 2016 15-Dec 1 2 
29 Metro 2016 21-Dec 5 2 
30 Metro 2016 23-Dec 27 7 





Figure 2. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2016).  
 
Speed of corrections 
In 2011, Metro published all corrections within eight days (table 3 - cited in Appendix 3, and 
figure 3).  
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Speed of corrections: Metro (2011)
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In 2016, the newspaper published all corrections in less than 6 days, apart from two occasions 
(05 September and 21 December), when it took 23 and 21 days respectively to publish the 
correction (table 4 - cited in appendix 3, and figure 4).  
 
Figure 4. Speed of corrections (2016) 
Both tables are captured visually on figure 5 (below). The median for both years (2011 and 
2016) was 1 day. 
 






















































































































































Speed of corrections: Metro (2016)
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Adequacy of the published corrections 
Metro identified the errors and clearly stated the correct information, especially in 2016. In 
2011, there are a few occasions in which the wording tends to be confusing – an example is 
depicted on picture 8, below.  
     
Picture 8. 18 October 2011  
Metro did not include a headline in any of its correction in 2011 but went beyond IPSO 
requirements by including a date in almost all of them (apart from the one of 9 November 
2011). Similarly, in 2016, there is only one correction that includes the headline, whereas the 
date is omitted from only two.  
An interesting element that is observed in Metro’s 2016 corrections, concerns the collective 
‘thank-you’ the newspaper directs to its audience for offering their feedback in relation to an 
error (pictures 12 and 13). 
 
Picture 12. 10 May 2016 
 
Picture 13. 27 June 2016 
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Lastly, a sample of 30% of the corrections from both years indicates that the average number 
of words used in corrections used in 2011 was 41 words and in 2016 this was 43 words. In 
























3.11. Sunday Mail 
Prominence of corrections 
The Sunday Mail published three corrections in 2011 and three corrections in 2016 (table 1). 













1 Sunday Mail 2011 09-Jan  15-May 
2 Sunday Mail 2011 06-Feb  15-May 
3 Sunday Mail 2011 03-Jul  11-Dec 
1 Sunday Mail 2016 20-Mar  27-Mar 
2 Sunday Mail 2016 24-Apr  01-May 
3 Sunday Mail 2016 01-May  08-May 
Table 1. Published corrections (Sunday Mail, 2011 & 2016) 
In 2011, two corrections were published on the same day (15 May), but on different pages: 
the first was published on page 19, without any indication that the published text refers to a 
correction (picture 1), whereas the second was published on page 34 in a column entitled ‘For 
the record’ (picture 2, below). A column with the same title appeared on 1st December 2011 
on page 2, where the newspaper also highlighted the complaints handling process.  
In 2016, the publication included a specific correction column in every issue, entitled 
‘Clarifications & corrections’ located on page 2, at the left-hand bottom corner (picture 2). To 
further highlight the correction space, the publication used a different colour from the rest of 




Picture 1. Example of correction (15 May 2011). 
 
 
Picture 2. Example of correction (15 May 2011) 
 
 




Two of the three corrections published in 2011 were published on an earlier page than the 
original article. The other correction was published on a later page. The correction that was 
published on a later page than the original is indicated in bold on the table below. While the 
small size of the sample does not allow for conclusions, in 2016, all corrections were published 












1 Sunday Mail 2011 15-May 19 18 
2 Sunday Mail 2011 15-May 23 34 
3 Sunday Mail 2011 11-Dec 4-5 2 
1 Sunday Mail 2016 27-Mar 8 and 9 2 
2 Sunday Mail 2016 01-May 13 2 
3 Sunday Mail 2016 08-May 11 2 
Table 2. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011 & 2016).  
 
Speed of corrections 
The most significant difference between 2011 and 2016 is observed in relation to timeliness. 
In 2011 the corrections were published after 126, 98 and 155 days respectively, whereas in 
2016 all the corrections were published within 7 days (in the next issue of the newspaper) 












1 Sunday Mail 2011 09-Jan 15-May 126 days 
2 Sunday Mail 2011 06-Feb 15-May 98 days 
3 Sunday Mail 2011 03-Jul 11-Dec 161 days 
1 Sunday Mail 2016 20-Mar 27-Mar 7 days 
2 Sunday Mail 2016 24-Apr 01-May 7 days 
3 Sunday Mail 2016 01-May 08-May 7 days 




Adequacy of corrections 
A difference between 2011 and 2016 is also apparent as regards the provision of clarifying 
information. The second correction published in 15 May 2011 clearly identified the error but 
did not provide detailed corrective information (picture 4). This can be explained by the fact 
that the allegations in question were of a personal nature and their republishing might cause 
the issues complained about to arise again. The corrections published in 2016 succeeded in 
providing both elements with sufficient clarity.  
 
  
Picture 4. 15 May 2011 
 
Moving beyond the IPSO requirements, corrections in 2016 included the date of the original 
article but omitted its headline in all cases. Finally, an apology was offered on one occasion 
only (08 May 2016), as presented below (picture 5).      
 




3.12. Sunday Post 
Prominence of corrections 
The Sunday Post published two corrections in 2016, and none in 2011. In 2016, there was an 













1 Sunday Post 2016 13-Mar  20-Mar 
2 Sunday Post 2016 03-Apr  10-Apr 
3 Sunday Post 2016 13-Dec-2015 02-Aug 
ruling 
28-Aug 
Table 1. Published corrections (2016) 
The first correction was published on page 2, and the second one on page 4. They were both 
located at the bottom of the page, in a small dedicated space, entitled ‘Clarification’ (pictures 
1 and 2, below). The third correction was published on page 2 as well – in this case, the original 
article was published on front-page and on page 8.  
However, the publication’s policy statement was published on different pages across the 
newspaper in 2016, varying from 22 to 30 (figure 1).  
 




Picture 1. Example of correction (20 March 2016) 
 
Picture 2. Example of correction (10 April 2016) 
 
Two of the corrections were published on an earlier page than the original article: the 
correction on 20 March was published on page 2 and the original article on page 5; the 
correction on 10 April was published on page 4 and the original article on page 23. The third 
correction, that followed an IPSO ruling, was published on page 2, whereas the original article 
was published on the front-page and on page 8.  
 
Speed of corrections 
The first two corrections were published within a week, in the newspaper’s next issue, 
however the correction that followed an IPSO ruling was published after 237 days. 
 
Adequacy of corrections 
Sunday Post identified errors satisfactorily and provided sufficient corrective information, as 
observed below (pictures 3 and 4).  
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Picture 3. 20 March 2016   Picture 4. 10 April 2016 
Moving beyond the IPSO requirements, none of the corrections included the headline of the 
original article, but both of them included its date. None of them included an apology, 
although this could have been appropriate as far as the second correction was concerned (10 















3.13. The Daily Telegraph 
Prominence of corrections 
The Daily Telegraph published 18 corrections in 2011 (table 1) and 36 corrections in 2016 
(table 2 - cited in appendix 3 in full).  
Correction 
number 





1 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 14-Sep-15 19-Jan 
2 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 04-Feb 23-Feb 
3 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 27-Jan 04-Mar 
4 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 29-Oct 15-Mar 
5 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 12-Feb 01-Apr 
6 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 13-Nov 12-May 
7 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 15-Apr 13-May 
8 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 11-Feb 17-May 
9 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 11-Apr 04-Jul 
10 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 N/A 19-Jul 
11 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 27-Apr 27-Jul 
12 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 21-May 28-Jul 
13 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 06-Aug 15-Sep 
14 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 14-May 16-Sep 
15 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 27-Aug 30-Sep 
16 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 24-Jun 04-Oct 
17 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 N/A 07-Oct 
18 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 01-Nov 02-Nov 
Table 1. Published corrections (2011). 
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In 2016 three of the corrections followed IPSO’s intervention and required the publication of 













6 The Daily 
Telegraph 




16 The Daily 
Telegraph 




20 The Daily 
Telegraph 




Table 2. Published corrections following IPSO’s intervention (2016) 
As stated in the interview, the majority of complaints the newspaper receives concern 
accuracy, and occasionally privacy. Apart from complaints relating to a breach of the Code, 
The Daily Telegraph also receives other types of complaints about diverse issues varying from 
a typographical mistake to queries related to an article. The complaints handling team, which 
consists of three people, rejects almost three quarters of them. There are several reasons for 
rejection, such as the insignificance of the error, the non-breach of the Code, the lack of 
timeliness (i.e. when complaints concern articles that were published a long time ago). The 
remaining quarter includes some complaints that do not require a published correction, but 
another type of resolution. The interviewee explained that there was no complaints’ handling 
structure before IPSO, and the process was informal. Therefore, the changes following IPSO’s 
establishment were quite significant for the newspaper.  
In 2011, corrections were spread across the publication in different pages that varied from 




Figure 1. Correction page (2011).  
The only correction in 2011 that included an indicator to highlight that this was a correction 
was published on 02 November. It was located on the right-hand side of the page 2 under the 
heading ‘Clarification’ (picture 1). In the rest of the corrections, there is usually a generic 
column title (either ‘in brief’, or ‘news bulletin’), but the headings in the corrections per se 
varied and referred to the topic of the original article, by including a keyword or a name. While 
this approach could be considered an effort to signpost the original article, it reduces the 
findability and arguably the prominence of the corrections (pictures 2 and 3). In addition, the 
newspaper did not use different fonts or colours for the corrections, requiring the reader to 
read the full text to become aware of the existence of a correction (picture 4). 
In 2016 the newspaper published the corrections in a much more organised way, which was 
also demonstrated by the inclusion of a daily reference to the publication’s complaints policy 
on page 2 (picture 5). The corrections were almost exclusively published on page 2, with the 
exception of three occasions, on 10 June 2016, 30 July 2016 and 03 September 2016, when 
the corrections were published on different pages (5, 33, and 7 respectively). All these 
corrections concerned matters of specific interest - for instance, the first two concerned 
financial issues and the corrections were provided in the ‘Business’ section of the paper, 
whereas the latter was published on the ‘Travel’ section. There was also one other instance 
(13 August 2016) where the correction was published on page 6, due to the fact that pages 2 

































Correction page: The Daily Telegraph (2011)
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The correction space was entitled ‘Corrections and Clarifications’ throughout. The headline 
was highlighted by use of different coloured fonts, in direct contrast with 2011 practices. All 
corrections included a subheading, which indicated the topic/theme of the published text. 
The specific corrections column on page 2 was introduced post-IPSO, as there was no special 
place for corrections before then. The appearance of corrections in different places is rare, 
and as the interviewee explained, the main reason for it would be the publication of an 
important story that would cause a change in the layout. However, it was explained that ‘We 
don't always put corrections and clarifications on page 2 though. If it is a business matter we'll 
put them in the business section, because it makes more sense, because it is a specialised 
area. The Daily Telegraph comes in three parts: the main paper, sports section, and the 
business section. Complaints about sports and business go to these sections, because we 
think it's the most likely area, that specialised readers would expect to see it. Some people 
only read the sports or the business section, so if you put it on page 2, they might miss it.’  
 
Picture 1. Example of correction (23 February 2011) 
 




Picture 3. Example of correction (02 November 2011) 
 
Picture 4. Example of correction (15 March 2011). 
 
Picture 5. Example of correction and policy statement (20 April 2016) 
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As far as prominence is concerned, in 2011, there is available information for 13 out of 18 
corrections. From them, five corrections were published on a later page than the original 
article (highlighted in bold in the table below) and five corrections were published on the 












1 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 19-Jan 6 7 
2 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 23-Feb 13 10 
3 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 04-Mar 13 19 
4 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 15-Mar 19 17 
5 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 01-Apr N/A 7 
6 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 12-May 28 11 
7 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 13-May 1 2 
8 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 17-May 2 2 
9 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 04-Jul 2 2 
10 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 19-Jul 9 11 
11 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 27-Jul 5 6 
12 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 28-Jul 9 9 
13 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 15-Sep N/A 2 
14 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 16-Sep N/A 2 
15 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 30-Sep 18 18 
16 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 04-Oct N/A 20 
17 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 07-Oct N/A 8 
18 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 02-Nov 2  2 





Figure 1. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011). 
 
For 2016, the original page number is available for all corrections. From these, there are six 
occasions when the correction was published on a later page than the original articles, as the 
original articles were all  front-page stories. Two of these followed an IPSO resolution (11 
February and 02 May). There are also four other instances when the correction was published 
on the same page as the original article (table 4 - cited in appendix 3, also visually represented 
on figure 2).  
 








































Prominence: The Daily Telegraph (2011)




















Prominence: The Daily Telegraph (2016)
Original page Correction page
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Speed of corrections 
Corrections in 2011 were published in a timeframe that varied from 1 to 180 days, however 












1 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 14-Sep-2015 19-Jan 127 days 
2 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 04-Feb 23-Feb 19 days 
3 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 27-Jan 04-Mar 36 days 
4 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 29-Oct-2015 15-Mar 137 days 
5 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 12-Feb 01-Apr 47 days 
6 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 13-Nov-2015 12-May 180 days 
7 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 15-Apr 13-May 28 days 
8 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 11-Feb 17-May 95 days 
9 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 11-Apr 04-Jul 84 days 
10 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 N/A 19-Jul N/A 
11 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 27-Apr 27-Jul 91 days 
12 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 21-May 28-Jul 68 days 
13 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 06-Aug 15-Sep 40 days 
14 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 14-May 16-Sep 125 days 
15 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 27-Aug 30-Sep 34 days 
16 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 24-Jun 04-Oct 102 days 
17 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 N/A 07-Oct N/A 
18 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 01-Nov 02-Nov 1 day 




Figure 3. Speed of corrections (2011).  
The corrections with the longer delay concern a variety of issues, ranging from errors to 
figures to political matters (pictures 6-9).  
  
Picture 6. 19 January 2011                     Picture 7. 15 March 2011 
 
                   























Speed of corrections: The Daily Telegraph (2011)
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In 2016 The Daily Telegraph mostly published its corrections in a short timeframe, and 78% 












1 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 12-Sep-15 15-Jan 125 days 
2 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 20-Jan 21-Jan 1 day 
3 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 23-Jan 02-Feb 10 days 
4 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 03-Feb 05-Feb 2 days 
5 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 07-Jan 06-Feb 30 days 
6 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 12-Dec 11-Feb 61 days 
7 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 09-Feb 15-Feb 6 days 
8 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 03-Mar 19-Feb 353 days 
9 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 10-Feb 19-Feb 9 days 
10 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 01-Mar 08-Mar 7 days 
11 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 03-Mar 08-Mar 5 days 
12 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 10-Mar 12-Mar 2 days 
13 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 23-Mar 25-Mar 2 days 
14 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 18-Mar 25-Mar 7 days 
15 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 06-Feb 02-May 85 days 
16 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 16-May 18-May 2 days 
17 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 17-Feb 09-Jun 112 days 
18 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 09-Jun 10-Jun 1 days 
19 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 19-May 18-Jun 30 days 
20 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 29-Jul 30-Jul 1 day 
21 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 04-Aug 09-Aug 5 days 
22 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 25-Jun 13-Aug 49 days 
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23 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 30-Jul 25-Aug 26 days 
24 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 25-Aug 26-Aug 1 day 
25 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 27-Aug 03-Sep 7 days 
26 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 08-Sep 09-Sep 1 day 
27 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 24-Aug 13-Sep 20 days 
28 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 29-Aug 14-Sep 15 days  
29 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 29-Sep 07-Oct 8 days 
30 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 06-Sep 10-Oct 34 days 
31 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 10-Oct 21-Oct 11 days 
32 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 15-Oct 25-Oct 10 days 
33 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 28-Oct 03-Nov 5 days 
34 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 18-Nov 28-Nov 10 days 
35 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 02-Dec 03-Dec 1 day 
36 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 27-Dec 29-Dec 2 days 
Table 6. Speed of corrections (2016) 
 
 








































































































































Speed of corrections: The Daily Telegraph (2016)
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A comparative figure captures the difference in the speed with which the newspaper 
published the corrections in the years under examination (2011 and 2016) (figure 5). The 
median for the two years, highlights this difference: for 2011 it was 76 days, whereas for 2016, 
it was 7 days.  
 
Figure 5. Speed of corrections (2016) 
 
The interviewee explained that the newspaper aims to resolve complaints within three days. 
Even though there are cases that are more complex and require a wider time-frame, the three 
days goal has been achieved in 75% of cases according to the interviewee.17  
Notwithstanding the effort to resolve complaints speedily, there were several occasions in 
2016 on which it took longer to publish the corrections. These cases concerned either 
personal affairs or sensitive matters (see e.g. pictures 10 and 11). From those, two involved 
IPSO interventions: the correction of 11 February 2016, that was published 59 days after the 
original article, and the correction of 02 May 2016 that was published after 86 days. On the 
first occasion, the complaint was received by IPSO 30 days after the publication of the original 
article, on 11 January 2016, and the complaint was concluded by IPSO on 10 February 2016. 
In the second case, the complaint was received nine days after publication of the original 
 




article, on 15 February 2016, and IPSO issued its decision on 14 April 2016. Taking the 14 days 
review period also into account in the latter of these cases, it becomes apparent that the 
newspaper published its corrections as soon as it was reasonably possible. The overall delay 
on these two occasions was justified due to the in-depth nature of IPSO investigation 
processes.  
          
Picture 10. 15 January 2016 (123 days)           Picture 11. 19 February 2016 (346 days) 
Adequacy of corrections 
In most cases the Daily Telegraph’s published corrections identified the error clearly and 
highlighted the correct position. Several corrections offered a detailed account of the error 
and of the corrective position (pictures 12 and 13). Some corrections appear somewhat long-
winded or more unclear when compared to other corrections by the same paper (e.g. picture 
14). Often, however, those longer corrections relate to complex issues, especially ones 




      
Picture 12. 25 October 2016                      Picture 13. 11 February 2016                    Picture 14. 2 May 2016 
 
Moving beyond the IPSO requirements, the date of the original article was provided in every 
correction, but the title of the original publication was included in only 43% of the corrections. 
Apologies were included in 22% of the corrections, and in matters that concerned mostly 
















3.14. The Herald 
 
Prominence of corrections 
The Herald published four corrections in 2011 and 21 corrections in 2016 (table 1). None of 













1 The Herald 2011 02-Feb  13-Jul 
2 The Herald 2011 29-Jun  06-Dec 
3 The Herald 2011 06-Dec  14-Dec 
4 The Herald 2011 22-Jul  26-Dec 
1 The Herald 2016 16-Jan  20-Jan 
2 The Herald 2016 28-Dec  27-Jan 
3 The Herald 2016 14-Jan  01-Feb 
4 The Herald 2016 15-Feb  16-Feb 
5 The Herald 2016 26-Feb  27-Feb 
6 The Herald 2016 01-Mar  03-Mar 
7 The Herald 2016 19-Mar  26-Mar 
8 The Herald 2016 07-Apr  08-Apr 
9 The Herald 2016 09-Apr  12-Apr 
10 The Herald 2016 27-Apr  28-Apr 
11 The Herald 2016 27-Apr  30-Apr 
12 The Herald 2016 13-May  14-May 
13 The Herald 2016 07-Jun  08-Jun 
14 The Herald 2016 11-Jun  13-Jun 
15 The Herald 2016 20-Jul  21-Jul 
16 The Herald 2016 06-Aug  09-Aug 
17 The Herald 2016 30-Sep  01-Oct 
18 The Herald 2016 29-Oct  01-Nov 
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19 The Herald 2016 29-Oct  02-Nov 
20 The Herald 2016 12-Dec  13-Dec 
21 The Herald 2016 12-Dec  13-Dec 
Table 1. Published corrections (2011 & 2016) 
According to The Herald, fewer than 10% of the received editorial complaints result in a 
published correction. This is because many complaints do not  relate to published inaccuracies 
and therefore do not require a correction; the complaints just express an opinion on the 
published articles or are to do with delivery. However, it was stressed by the interviewee that 
the number of complaints has increased post-IPSO, especially those from third-parties, such 
as  organised lobbies and political parties, leading to more bureaucracy.  
In 2011, corrections were published on different pages (11, 10, 8 and 2 respectively), but in 
all cases, they were located on the right-hand side of the page, in a dedicated space entitled 
‘Clarification’. Despite the existence of a headline, the size and colour of its fonts did not 
differentiate them from other published elements in the column, which decreased the 
visibility of corrections (picture 1, below).  
 
Picture 1. Example of correction (26 December 2011). 
In 2016, (apart from one occasion on 28 April, that the correction was published on page 4, 
all other corrections were published consistently on page 2 , in a dedicated area on the right-
hand side of the page. Even though the publication included its logo, which arguably attracted 
the reader’s attention, there is no headline that would indicate the publication of corrections, 
clarifications, or complaints. As a result, the reader might not have been aware, if not reading 
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carefully the published material, that this area was designed for the publication of 
corrections, or for the newspaper’s complaints handling policy (picture 2, below).  
 
Picture 2. Example of correction (20 January 2016) 
As regards the comparison between the original and the correction page, this information is 
available for all corrections in 2011 and 2016, with one exception, the correction that was 
published on 27 January 2016). There are two cases in 2011 (of 13 July and of 14 December), 
when the corrections were published on a later page compared to the original article, which 
was a front-page story (table 2, figure 1). In 2016, there are also two corrections that were 
published on a later page (of 30 April and 8 June), which also concerned a front-page story. 
These corrections are indicated in bold below. In all other cases, the correction was published 












1 The Herald 2011 13-Jul 9 11 
2 The Herald 2011 06-Dec 11 10 
3 The Herald 2011 14-Dec 1 and 3 8 
4 The Herald 2011 26-Dec 4 2 
1 The Herald 2016 20-Jan 12 2 
2 The Herald 2016 27-Jan N/A 2 
3 The Herald 2016 01-Feb 5 2 
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4 The Herald 2016 16-Feb 24 2 
5 The Herald 2016 27-Feb 10 2 
6 The Herald 2016 03-Mar 11 2 
7 The Herald 2016 26-Mar 6 2 
8 The Herald 2016 08-Apr 9 2 
9 The Herald 2016 12-Apr 19 2 
10 The Herald 2016 28-Apr 14 4 
11 The Herald 2016 30-Apr 1 and 3 2 
12 The Herald 2016 14-May 8 2 
13 The Herald 2016 08-Jun 1 2 
14 The Herald 2016 13-Jun 19 2 
15 The Herald 2016 21-Jul 6 2 
16 The Herald 2016 09-Aug 15 2 
17 The Herald 2016 01-Oct 5 2 
18 The Herald 2016 01-Nov 17 2 
19 The Herald 2016 02-Nov 10 2 
20 The Herald 2016 13-Dec 4 2 
21 The Herald 2016 13-Dec 16 2 
Table 2. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011 & 2016).  
 


















Prominence: The Herald (2016)
Original Page Correction Page
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Speed of corrections 
A difference is observed between the two years under examination (2011, 2016) when it 
comes to the time-period between the publication of the original article and the published 
correction. In 2011, apart from the correction of 14 December that was published after 8 
days, the rest of the corrections (13 July, 06 December and 26 December), were published 
after a lengthier time: 526, 159 and 157 days respectively (table 3, figure 2). The corrections 
which were published with the longest delay concerned wrong allegations in a broad sense 












1 The Herald 2011 02-Feb 13-Jul 526 
2 The Herald 2011 29-Jun 06-Dec 159 
3 The Herald 2011 06-Dec 14-Dec 8 
4 The Herald 2011 22-Jul 26-Dec 157 
1 The Herald 2016 16-Jan 20-Jan 4 
2 The Herald 2016 28-Dec 27-Jan 30 
3 The Herald 2016 14-Jan 01-Feb 17 
4 The Herald 2016 15-Feb 16-Feb 1 
5 The Herald 2016 26-Feb 27-Feb 1 
6 The Herald 2016 01-Mar 03-Mar 2 
7 The Herald 2016 19-Mar 26-Mar 7 
8 The Herald 2016 07-Apr 08-Apr 1 
9 The Herald 2016 09-Apr 12-Apr 4 
10 The Herald 2016 27-Apr 28-Apr 3 
11 The Herald 2016 27-Apr 30-Apr 3 
12 The Herald 2016 13-May 14-May 1 
13 The Herald 2016 07-Jun 08-Jun 1 
14 The Herald 2016 11-Jun 13-Jun 2 
15 The Herald 2016 20-Jul 21-Jul 1 
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16 The Herald 2016 06-Aug 09-Aug 3 
17 The Herald 2016 30-Sep 01-Oct 1 
18 The Herald 2016 29-Oct 01-Nov 3 
19 The Herald 2016 29-Oct 02-Nov 4 
20 The Herald 2016 12-Dec 13-Dec 1 
21 The Herald 2016 12-Dec 13-Dec 1 
Table 3. Speed of corrections (2011&2016) 
 
     
Picture 3. 13 July 2011         Picture 4. 06 December 2011           Picture 5. 26 December 2011 
 
In 2016, the newspaper changed its approach entirely, and all the corrections were published 
within a week, apart from two corrections: one that was published after 30 days (27 January, 
picture 6, below) and concerned a donations issue, and another one that was published after 
17 days (01 February) (figure 2, picture 6, below). As the interviewee explained, the 
newspaper aims to publish the corrections in the next day’s publication, or as soon as 
possible. This depends however on a variety of factors such as their ability to make contact 
with the complainant to get a response and for the correction to not require further 
investigation. Legal issues, as well as other matters, affect both the time taken to publish that 
correction and the wording of the correction themselves. The median for both years shows 




Figure 2. Speed of corrections (2011 & 2016) 
 
Picture 6. 01 February 2016 
 
Adequacy of corrections 
The Herald largely provided clear identification of the error and clarifying information, 
although there are some instances, both in 2011 and in 2016, when either the wording was 
confusing, or more clarity was needed in the provision of corrective details (pictures 7-9, 
below). In the case of the first correction it is unclear what the inaccuracy was. It is, however, 
possible that a more explicit correction might have further impacted on the 
privacy/reputation of the directly affected parties. The second correction identifies the 
inaccuracy. However, the lack of quotation marks when referring to ‘Community Integrative 
care’ and the phrase ‘at the second reference’ make comprehension difficult. The last 
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correction identifies the inaccuracy but it remains unclear why it could be the cause of distress 
to the individuals concerned.  
                        
 
Picture 7. 13 July 2011                                     Picture 8. 03 March 2016                               Picture 9. 26 March 2016 
 
Moving beyond the IPSO requirements, only one correction included the headline of the 
original article (14 May 2016). On the contrary, only one correction omitted the date the 
original story was published (27 January 2016). There are six occasions in 2016 (40% of the 
total number of published corrections) when the corrections included an apology. The Herald 
mostly included an apology in ‘appropriate’ cases (pictures 9 and 10). As the interviewee 
explained, the decision of whether to include an apology ‘depends whether we have to 
correct one minor point in the general text, or points that might simply need to be clarified - 
because the vast majority (the rest) is absolutely correct. But if the error caused some distress, 
then we include an apology because it's the right thing to do.’ 
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Picture 9. 27 January 2016      Picture 10. 14 May 2016      
 
In terms of the number of words The Herald dedicated to its corrections, in 2011, this varied 
from 39 to 83 words, and the average number was 59 words. Similarly, in 2016 it varied from 














3.15. The Scotsman 
Prominence of corrections 
The Scotsman published 39 corrections in 2011 and 27 corrections in 2016 (cited in appendix 
3). None of them followed IPSO’s intervention.  
The majority of complaints, which have been raised post-IPSO, concern accuracy issues, but 
as the interviewee explained, ‘That doesn’t always mean to say that we have been inaccurate, 
but it just means that we might have a complaint around accuracy. We’ll get some complaints 
around intrusion and privacy and again that doesn’t mean to say that we have been intrusive, 
or we have breached their privacy, but we will get complaints around that’. He also stressed 
that ‘we may get complaints about not only stories that we do cover, but stories that we don’t 
cover.’ With reference to the number of published corrections, the interviewee mentioned 
‘that whenever a complaint warrants a correction then one hundred per cent of them get a 
correction’, although there are occasions when complainants just want to get across their 
side of the story, and this may lead to resolving the complaint in a different way, for instance 
with the publication of a letter from the complainant. He also mentioned that ‘We don’t 
publish a lot of them because we don’t make that many mistakes. But it’s all part of the more 
formal approach to resolving the public’s complaints concerns. If we’ve made a mistake, our 
goal is always to try to put it right to the complainant’s satisfaction. We’ll defend our ground 
if we have done nothing wrong. We will explain the situation carefully to people if they just 
haven’t understood our responsibilities. But if we have got it wrong, we want to put it right. 
We want to put it right in a way they feel that we treated them with respect.’ 
Indicating that the newspaper considers complaints as ‘incredibly important’, the interviewee 
added that ‘since IPSO came into place I think it is fair to say that we have formalised our 
complaints procedures’, by introducing both internal and external processes.  
At the same time, the paper claims to take the presentation of corrections more seriously 
now. In both years, the newspaper had a dedicated space for its corrections, entitled 
‘Clarifications & Corrections’, demonstrating a consistent policy. In 2011, the corrections were 
spread on various pages across the newspaper (figure 1, below) but always on a page that 
also acted as the letters page, whereas in 2016, The Scotsman published all its corrections on 
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page 2. In 2011, this space was positioned at the bottom of the page, but in 2016, this was 
moved to the right-hand side in the middle of the page. 
 As regards the use of visual elements, in 2011 the publication used a variety of colours, such 
as yellow background for the content and red background for the title, thus easily attracting 
attention. This practice changed in 2016, when the newspaper adopted a more minimalistic 
approach: it removed the specific coloured box, and even though it used capital letters for 
the headline, the fonts were coloured in grey (pictures 1 and 2). This meant that the 
corrections were more visible in 2011 than in 2016.  
By way of explanation the interviewee said that not all publications of the same publisher 
(Johnston Press) have a column headed ‘corrections ’ in place because the publisher ‘has a 
very high standard of accuracy and a lot of the papers very rarely have to publish a correction 
and it would look odd if there was a column headed ‘corrections’ and there were no 
corrections in there for most weeks’. Nonetheless, the column has been located on page 2, 
especially after IPSO as, according to the interviewee, ‘before IPSO there was a less consistent 
approach to corrections’.  
 


























Picture 1. Example of correction (20 April 2011) 
 
 
Picture 2. Example of correction (27 October 2016) 
 
When measuring other prominence factors, i.e. the comparison between the original page on 
which the article was published and the correction page, there is available information for 
87% of the sample for 2011. That data shows that in 2011, corrections in their vast majority 




Figure 2. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011).  
In 2016, given that the newspaper had a dedicated corrections space on page 2, most of the 
corrections were published on an earlier page than the original article, apart from the 
correction of 23 May, where the original article was partially published on the front-page 
(table 3 - cited in Appendix 3, figure 3 below).  
When it comes to ‘due prominence’ the interviewee commented that ‘We take the view that 
sometimes we will need to give, under due prominence, the correction a lot more prominence 
than perhaps the original article. So sometimes a correction won’t appear on page 2. If there 
was a serious error on a front-page story, for example, we may well say this is a serious error 
on the front page, we’re going to publish the paragraph on the front page.’ There was no 























Prominence: The Scotsman (2011)




Figure 3. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2016).  
 
Speed of corrections 
The Scotsman published all its corrections within a short time frame, both in 2011 and in 2016 
(table 4 - cited in Appendix 3, figure 4). 
 






















Prominence: The Scotsman (2016)







































































































































Timeliness: The Scotsman (2011)
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In 2016, in most cases corrections were published within two weeks - and usually the 
timeframe was even shorter (a week). The newspaper aims for a fast resolution, nonetheless, 
the interviewee highlighted that the ‘timeframe is to publish the correction as quickly as 
possible, but that means not so quickly that the correction itself causes problems’. However, 
there are a few exceptions: for example, on 6 December 2016, the correction was published 
after 22 days, whereas the highest delay is observed on 3 September 2016 (226 days) (table 
5 - cited in Appendix 3, and figure 5 below). 
 
Figure 5. Speed of corrections (2016) 
The speed of corrections for both years is captured visually below (figure 6). The median for 




















































































































Figure 6. Speed of corrections (2011 & 2016) 
The highest delay of 226 days concerned a correction due to the misidentification of a dead 
person in an obituary, who was confused with someone alive (picture 3, below).  
 
Picture 3. 03 September 2016 
 
Adequacy of corrections 
The Scotsman largely identifies errors effectively and provides corrective information with 
clarity. In 2011, there were occasions when there was an attempt to explain the error, either 
by referring to the statement of the correct position in another part of the paper (picture 4), 




       
Picture 4. 05 January 2011                Picture 5. 21 September 2011           
  
Picture 6. 16 December 2011 
In 2016, there was only one occasion, on 04 June 2016, when the corrective information was 
somewhat unclear (picture 7). In particular, it was not made clear enough who was meant to 
carry out the function of Named Person if not social workers.  
 
Picture 7. 04 June 2016 
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Moving beyond the IPSO requirements the headline was included in 46% of the corrections 
in 2011 and in 42% in 2016, whereas the date was included in the vast majority of them: in 
95% of the cases in 2011 and in 96% in 2016. According to the newspaper, the most important 
aspect is the inclusion of a very clear link to the original report.  
The number of words the newspaper dedicated to its corrections, varied in 2011 from 25 to 
78 words, and the average number was 43 words. In 2016, this number decreased: The 
Scotsman used 13 to 36 words in its corrections and the average number was 29 words. In 
2011 30% of the corrections included an apology, in 2016, this increased to 77%. In both years, 
an apology was offered in a wide range of cases, concerning important but also less important 
issues (pictures 8 and 9 for 2011 and 10 and 11 for 2016). Offering his insight, the interviewee 
said that ‘We will take a view on the nature of the inaccuracy. If it’s what I would call a fairly 
non-personal inaccuracy of fact (...) that doesn’t actually reflect on anybody because it’s just 
an incorrect statement, then it would be a straight correction. But let’s say that we’d made 
an error that directly infringes upon an individual, that reflects directly on them, then in those 
circumstances we would very seriously consider publishing an apology (...) We take a view on 
whether a person deserves an apology and we will never hesitate to give them an apology if 
we feel that it is warranted’. 
           
Picture 8. 13 June 2011  Picture 9. 14 September 2011 
        
Picture 10. 07 March 2016        Picture 11. 14 April 2016 
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3.16. The Sun 
Prominence of corrections 
The Sun published 14 corrections in 2011 and 33 corrections in 2016 (table 1 – cited in 
Appendix 3 in full). In 2016, six corrections were published following either rulings made by 





































Table 1. Published corrections (2016) 
The newspaper receives a large number of complaints, a significant proportion of which, 
according to the interviewee, can appear politically motivated. Even before the formation of 
IPSO, the newspaper developed a framework to address corrections more systematically. It 
introduced ‘The Sun Ombudsman’ role, to directly handle complaints, to represent the reader 
and to provide a structured response. It also led the newspaper to be proactive. As the 
interviewee mentioned, ‘we judge before we publish, we have a very careful framework (…) 
we have a wide range of compliance to the Code and measures in place to guarantee good 
governance’.  
The interviewee explained that the newspaper tries to resolve all the complaints quickly. 
There are however obstacles, such as when complainants refuse to settle in order to harm 
the credibility of the newspaper with upheld complaints, or when they do not understand 
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tabloid journalism and the use of sensational language or headlines. The interviewee also 
referred to a dilemma that arises when in order to prove that there is no inaccuracy, the 
newspaper would have to reveal a confidential source, which it could not do because to do 
so would breach the Code’s obligation to protect confidential sources. It was explained that 
‘we always try to resolve, even if we don't think that we've done a lot wrong, but if we think 
there is a weakness in our content, we correct it’. Finally, it was mentioned in the interview 
that a key difference between the complaints process under IPSO, if compared to the PCC, is 
how rulings are recorded as upheld even if the newspaper offered sufficient remedial action. 
This is perceived as particularly punishing, especially if the other side is politically motivated.  
In terms of processes in 2011 corrections were published on different pages across the 
newspaper, varying from page 2 to page 30. There was a significant difficulty in locating the 
corrections, as there was neither a dedicated space, nor a relevant headline that would 
indicate the existence of a correction (pictures 1 and 2). The approach was very different in 
2016. In 2016, corrections were published on page 2, in a dedicated space that was located 
either on the left-hand side column or the right-hand side column, towards the lower half of 
the page. The newspaper made the corrections visible by positioning them in a light-blue box 
entitled ‘Corrections & Clarifications’ in capital letters. It included its complaints handling 
policy in the same box, but an IPSO logo acted as a divider between the correction and the 
policy statement (pictures 3 and 4, below), although sometimes, the divider was positioned 
in the middle of the correction.  
The newspaper aims for everyone to find the corrections easily. With reference to the 
corrections’ design, the interviewee referred to the use of same fonts and to the occasional 
change of fonts, but also to the difference between tabloids and broadsheets. ‘If you think of 
a broadsheet first and then the tabloids, tabloids are much smaller size of a product, so what 
might not look overly excessive on a broadsheet (e.g. in terms of fonts) in a tabloid for 




Picture 1. Example of correction (06 April 2011) 
 
 




Picture 3. Example of correction (10 April 2016) 
 
Picture 4. Example of correction (25 September 2016) 
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Comparison between the page the articles were originally published on and the correction 
page shows that for the corrections in 2011 there are four instances that the correction was 
published on the same page as the original article, and two instances where it was published 
on a later page, one of which concerned a first-page correction. In the case of the rest the 












1 The Sun 2011 13-Jan 7 6 
2 The Sun 2011 09-Mar 28 20 
3 The Sun 2011 01-Apr 20 6 
4 The Sun 2011 06-Apr 30 30 
5 The Sun 2011 13-Apr 23 16 
6 The Sun 2011 21-May 2 26 
7 The Sun 2011 03-Jun 21 18 
8 The Sun 2011 04-Jul 14 12 
9 The Sun 2011 30-Aug 1 2 
10 The Sun 2011 13-Sep 14 14 
11 The Sun 2011 20-Sep 29 6 
12 The Sun 2011 02-Nov 4 4 
13 The Sun 2011 08-Nov 10 8 
14 The Sun 2011 11-Nov 2 2 




Figure 1. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011) 
In 2016, information about the pages on which the original article and the subsequent 
correction is available for 94% of corrections.  Of those corrections for which information is 
available, two corrections were published on a later page than the original article. In both 
instances, the story was a front-page article. On one occasion, the correction followed an IPSO 
ruling, whereas on the other it was the result of a resolved complaint (table 3 - cited in 
Appendix 3, figure 2 below).  
 



















Prominence: The Sun (2011)


















Prominence: The Sun (2016)
Original page number Correction page
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Speed of corrections 
In 2011, the speed of corrections varied from 24 to 126 days. As observed in table 4 (below), 












1 The Sun 2011 20-Dec 13-Jan 24 days 
2 The Sun 2011 06-Dec 09-Mar 93 days 
3 The Sun 2011 04-Mar 01-Apr 28 days 
4 The Sun 2011 28-Feb 06-Apr 37 days 
5 The Sun 2011 12-Feb 13-Apr 59 days 
6 The Sun 2011 11-Feb 21-May 99 days 
7 The Sun 2011 15-Mar 03-Jun 80 days 
8 The Sun 2011 08-Jun 04-Jul 26 days 
9 The Sun 2011 26-Apr 30-Aug 126 days 
10 The Sun 2011 05-Jul 13-Sep 70 days 
11 The Sun 2011 19-Jul 20-Sep 63 days 
12 The Sun 2011 16-Aug 02-Nov 78 days 
13 The Sun 2011 09-Aug 08-Nov 91 days 
14 The Sun 2011 18-Oct 11-Nov 24 days 
Table 4. Speed of corrections (2011) 
Information about when the original article and the correction was published was available 
for 32 corrections (out of 33) published in 2016. In 16  cases (highlighted in bold in table 5, 
below) , the corrections were published more than 28 after the original article. Regarding the 
time-frame, the interviewee explained that the main goal is to resolve a complaint 
straightaway but also to make the appropriate checks first: ‘we try to resolve it immediately, 
but we also investigate. When a complaint comes in, we get memos from journalists, we get 
memos from the desk, so we find that what the complaint was saying balancing to what we 
know, and then if we feel that is a potential IPSO breach, we allow a page 2 clarification on 
some points. Sometimes they raise breaches that are not relevant, and we are trying to 
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explain. People don't understand the Code. We always try to resolve before it goes to IPSO, 












1 The Sun 2016 17-Jan 24-Jan 7 days 
2 The Sun 2016 04-Feb 05-Feb 1 day 
3 The Sun 2016 04-Feb 05-Feb 1 day 
4 The Sun 2016 17-Feb 23-Feb 6 days 
5 The Sun 2016 N/A 27-Feb N/A 
6 The Sun 2016 09-Jul 2015 01-Mar 235 days 
7 The Sun 2016 26-Feb 03-Mar 5 days 
8 The Sun 2016 07-Feb 09-Mar 32 days 
9 The Sun 2016 27-Feb 22-Mar 23 days 
10 The Sun 2016 07-Feb 27-Mar 38 days 
10 The Sun 2016 20-Mar 03-Apr 14 days 
12 The Sun 2016 06-Dec 2015 10-Apr 123 days 
13 The Sun 2016 11-Apr 18-Apr 7 days 
14 The Sun 2016 01-May 08-May 7 days 
15 The Sun 2016 16-Jun 18-Jun 2 days 
16 The Sun 2016 01-Jan 21-Jun 
(ruling) 
172 days 
17 The Sun 2016 04-Apr 23-Jun 
(resolution) 
80 days 
18 The Sun 2016 07-Jul 08-Jul 1 day 
19 The Sun 2016 19-Sep 2015 17-Jul 300 days 
20 The Sun 2016 28-Jul 29-Jul 1 day 
21 The Sun 2016 11-Apr 01-Aug 112 days 
22 The Sun 2016 23-Dec 2015 05-Aug 224 days 
23 The Sun 2016 26-May 19-Aug 
(resolution) 
84 days 
24 The Sun 2016 14-Dec 2015 26-Aug 
(resolution) 
255 days 
25 The Sun 2016 18-Sep 25-Sep 7 days 
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26 The Sun 2016 22- Sep 15-Oct 23 days 
27 The Sun 2016 03-Sep 26-Oct 53 days 
28 The Sun 2016 24-Oct 27-Oct 3 days 
29 The Sun 2016 19-Jun 30-Oct 133 days 
30 The Sun 2016 19-May 05-Nov 
(ruling) 
169 days 
31 The Sun 2016 04-Sep 06-Nov 63 days 
32 The Sun 2016 20-Aug 19-Nov 
(ruling) 
91 days 
33 The Sun 2016 11-Dec 18-Dec 7 days 
Table 5. Speed of corrections (2016) 
The figure below captures the speed of corrections for 2011 and 2016, and draws attention 
to those which followed IPSO’s intervention (figure 3). The median highlights the difference 
between the two years: for 2011, it was 67 days, whereas for 2016 it was 23 days.  
 
Figure 3. Speed of corrections (2016) 
The thematic analysis of the corrections that present a high publication delay demonstrates 
that many of them concerned wrong allegations (pictures 5-7 below). Taking the 14 days 
review period into account, it becomes apparent that the newspaper published its corrections 
within a reasonable timeframe after the IPSO decision had been issued.   
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Picture 5. 1 March 2016        Picture 6. 17 July 2016    Picture 7. 26 August 2016 
 
Adequacy of corrections 
The Sun largely identified errors clearly and states the correct position. In one case however, 
the newspaper attempted to explain the error by referring to the fact that the story had been 
supplied by a news agency (picture 8).  
  
Picture 8. 18 June 2016 
In relation to indicators that exceed IPSO requirements the newspaper included the headline 
of the original article in 60% of the corrections, and its date in 85% of the corrections.  
An apology was included in 45% of the corrections. The newspaper made different linguistic 
choices in its apologies: for instance, in the correction of 30 October The Sun also included a 
subheading, indicating that an apology would be offered, whereas in the correction of 25 
September the publication only included the word ‘apologies’ at the very end of the 
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correction column (pictures 10-11). Finally, the example of 24 January concerns the removal 
of all personal articles related to an athlete from the newspaper’s database and offers an 
apology for any distress caused (picture 12). This is not actually a correction, although it was 
published in The Sun’s corrections column.  
      
Picture 10. 25 September 2016        Picture 11. 30 October 2016 
 
 









3.17. The Times 
 
Prominence of corrections 
The Times published 39 corrections in 2011 and 294 corrections in 2016 (see Appendix 3). 
This is the highest number of published corrections amongst the publications that are 
included in the research sample. There were two IPSO rulings against the publication in 2016. 
However, the newspaper had published the corrections before the IPSO decision was 
issued.18  
As explained in the interview, while many newspapers are reluctant to do so, the paper runs 
as many as 500 corrections per year. An issue here is ‘what counts as a complaint’. The 
interviewee stated that ‘I think the 500 correction/year is a reasonable indication I think of 
the kind of the volume you are getting. Some of them would be quite small. The column is 
called clarification and corrections, so some are things we are clarifying not correcting. But it 
shows the volume we get. Lots of things are things that lots of papers might not even bother 
with, we have readers who like to catch us on things, and that's what they are complaining 
about, those things matter to them, but they are not actually breaches of the Code or 
anything like that (…) Those kinds of corrections take a disproportionate amount of time, they 
don't really come under the IPSO radar, because they don't really qualify as a significant 
inaccuracy that needs correction under the Code’.  
Corrections that correct potential breaches of the Code are 80% about accuracy, although it 
was mentioned that ‘People often throw in clauses of the Code they haven't quite understood 
how they work or what they mean. Discrimination is often something that people throw in, 
but if we have a look on what the Code covers on discrimination, it doesn't prevent you from 
saying things that particular groups might not like’. Therefore, anything that is a significant 
inaccuracy gets a correction. Often, the paper prioritises corrections that have a legal 
dimension, or errors that may be ‘non-defamatory but significant factual errors’ that involve 
people. As the interviewee put it, ‘So much is not about correcting, is about ensuring that 
you've represented people's position, and you can often add a further statement online, or 
 
18 The related rulings mention that ‘the newspaper had promptly published a sufficiently prominent clarification’ and ‘the 
newspaper had promptly published a correction in print’ respectively (https://www.ipso.co.uk/rulings-and-resolution-
statements/ruling/?id=09296-15 and https://www.ipso.co.uk/rulings-and-resolution-statements/ruling/?id=02749-16)  
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something and if necessary publish it or put a clarification stating their position. Anything that 
would warrant an apology is what you give priority really, which could be anything that has 
done some damage to somebody.’ 
In addition, the newspaper has an extra column that deals with corrections in an indirect way. 
As the interviewee explained ‘one of the things that the feedback editor is doing every week 
is to write a column in the paper in which she deals with quite a lot of the things that annoyed 
or engaged readers, but that probably wouldn't want a proper, formal correction. She 
explains what we got wrong, and what people said about us getting it wrong. It's an 
entertaining column, but it does actually cover them in quite serious ground and again it can 
account for a significant percentage of complaints’. 
In 2011, corrections were published on different pages, spread across the newspaper. In 2016, 
corrections always appeared in a dedicated column on the letters page, in the central 
comment section of the paper, the page number of which varied between page 22 and page 
36, depending on the size of the paper. As far as the presentation of corrections is concerned, 
in 2011 the area only included a headline (‘Clarification’) in light blue colour, matching some 
other elements on the page (picture 1). In 2016, the visual presentation remained 
inconspicuous. However, the publication changed the colouring of the headline (which was 
renamed as ‘Corrections and clarifications’) to red (picture 2), and positioned the corrections’ 
area on the left-hand side. The rest of the elements on the page were coloured differently. As 
a result, the newspaper’s corrections area became more visible. For the interviewee, this is 
particularly important. As was stated in the interview, ‘it’s a great advantage to have a daily 
corrections and clarification column in the newspaper, which runs every single day on the 
letters page, which is an important and well-read page. And this was before IPSO. This was 
under the PCC, towards the end of PCC. If there are no corrections, then it carries the policy, 
and telling people how to complaint and say we abide by the IPSO Code and regulated by 





Picture 1. Example of correction (08 October 2011) 
 
 
Picture 2. Example of correction (22 October 2016) 
Prominence, which is measured by the original publication page in comparison with the 
correction page shows that in 2011 many corrections were published on an earlier page apart 
from seven occasions (table 1 and figure 2), which are indicated in bold in the table below. 
Information about the page on which the original article was published is available for 37 
corrections from 2011. 30 corrections were published on an earlier page than the original 
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article, whilst seven corrections were published on a later page (table 1 and figure 2), and are 












1 The Times  2011 13-Jan 104 69 
2 The Times  2011 13-Jan 26 31 
3 The Times  2011 26 Jan 12 13 
4 The Times  2011 08 Feb 51 51 
5 The Times 2011 23-Feb N/A 17 
6 The Times  2011 03 Mar 58 65 
7 The Times  2011 04-Mar 11 4 
8 The Times  2011 05-Mar 6 2 
9 The Times  2011 10 Mar 11 4 
10 The Times  2011 31 Mar 12 4 
11 The Times  2011 31 Mar N/A 2 
12 The Times  2011 1 Apr 2 4 
13 The Times  2011 2 Apr 12 41 
14 The Times  2011 21 Apr 8 13 
15 The Times  2011 29 Apr 27 23 
16 The Times  2011 25 May 15 13 
17 The Times  2011 03 Jun 15 4 
18 The Times  2011 07 Jun 20 4 
19 The Times  2011 09-Jun 37 4 
20 The Times  2011 18 Jun 17 2 
21 The Times  2011 25-Jun 63 64 
22 The Times  2011 09 Jul 6 2 
23 The Times  2011 04 Aug 13 4 
24 The Times  2011 11 Aug 42 35 
25 The Times  2011 17 Aug 12 7 
26 The Times  2011 18-Aug 10 4 
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27 The Times  2011 31 Aug 8 7 
28 The Times  2011 03 Sep 15 9 
29 The Times  2011 07 Sep 26 12 
30 The Times  2011 12 Sep 3 17 
31 The Times  2011 08-Oct 31 2 
32 The Times  2011 13 Oct 9 2 
33 The Times  2011 17 Oct 47 2 
34 The Times  2011 27-Oct 7 4 
35 The Times  2011 28 Oct 9 2 
36 The Times  2011 09-Nov 15 2 
37 The Times  2011 06 Dec 114 58 
38 The Times  2011 07 Dec 1 2 
39 The Times  2011 16 Dec 9 2 
Table 1. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011)  
 
Figure 2. Prominence: Original page and correction page (2011) 
In 2016, 206 out of the 294 corrections were published on a later page (see Appendix 3). In 
19 cases, this concerned a story that was published on the front-page. Referring to front-page 
stories, the interviewee mentioned that ‘due prominence’ does not mean ‘equal prominence’ 






















front-page correction without receiving a complaint, simply because it was a significant 
numerical error and it was felt that it was important for the paper’s readers that they put it 
right.  
 
Speed of corrections 
In 2011, corrections were published within a time-period of between 1 and 128 days (table 2 












1 The Times 2011 10-Sep-10 13-Jan 125 
2 The Times 2011 12-Jan 13-Jan 1 
3 The Times 2011 24-Jan 26-Jan 2 
4 The Times 2011 01-Feb 08-Feb 7 
5 The Times 2011 N/A 23-Feb N/A 
6 The Times 2011 02-Mar 03-Mar 1 
7 The Times 2011 02-Mar 04-Mar 2 
8 The Times 2011 04-Mar 05-Mar 1 
9 The Times 2011 09-Mar 10-Mar 1 
10 The Times 2011 29-Feb 31-Mar 31 
11 The Times 2011 28-Feb 31-Mar 32 
12 The Times 2011 31-Mar 01-Apr 1 
13 The Times 2011 29-Feb 02-Apr 33 
14 The Times 2011 19-Apr 21-Apr 2 
15 The Times 2011 28-Apr 29-Apr 1 
16 The Times 2011 23-May 25-May 2 
17 The Times 2011 02-Jun 03-Jun 1 
18 The Times 2011 04-Jun 07-Jun 3 
19 The Times 2011 21-Apr 09-Jun 49 
20 The Times 2011 17-Jun 18-Jun 1 
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21 The Times 2011 19-Feb 25-Jun 128 
22 The Times 2011 18-Jun 09-Jul 21 
23 The Times 2011 03-Aug 04-Aug 1 
24 The Times 2011 10-Aug 11-Aug 1 
25 The Times 2011 13-Aug 17-Aug 4 
26 The Times 2011 30-Jul 18-Aug 19 
27 The Times 2011 25-Aug 31-Aug 6 
28 The Times 2011 31-Aug 03-Sep 3 
29 The Times 2011 05-Sep 07-Sep 2 
30 The Times 2011 08-Sep 12-Sep 4 
31 The Times 2011 24-Sep 08-Oct 14 
32 The Times 2011 12-Oct 13-Oct 1 
33 The Times 2011 12-Oct 17-Oct 5 
34 The Times 2011 25-Oct 27-Oct 2 
35 The Times 2011 27-Oct 28-Oct 1 
36 The Times 2011 08-Nov 09-Nov 1 
37 The Times 2011 03-Dec 06-Dec 3 
38 The Times 2011 23-Nov 07-Dec 14 
39 The Times 2011 28-Nov 16-Dec 12 
Table 2. Speed of corrections (2011) 
In 2016, The Times published the majority of their corrections within a short time frame: 252 
corrections (85%) were published within a week. According to the interviewee, the process in 
the newspaper is quite fast, as the senior editor is responsible for handling complaints. 
Complaints handling by people who are fully integrated  into the editorial process is seen to 
bring ‘huge advantages’ as ‘it's a much quicker and more straightforward and less 
bureaucratic system’. Also, entrusting complaints handling to a person with a senior position 
in the paper, guarantees less negotiation, thus accelerating decision-making processes.  
There are some exceptional cases, in which the newspaper required more time, as shown in 
the table below. There are 16 complaints from 2016 where there was a delay of greater than 
28 days between the publication of the original report and the publication of the correction. 
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Half of those complaints relate to legal matters (picture 3), whilst others relate to delays in 
receiving the complaint or attempts to resolve more complex issues (pictures 4 and 5).  
With reference to the speed of corrections, the interviewee commented that this is a tricky 
point ‘an oddity in the regulations’, because if the paper is going to resolve the complaint, it 
will not need 28 days. An extended timeframe is necessary when the newspaper does not 
agree with the complaint, and as it was explained ‘often there is a huge number of complaints 
that come from kind of interest groups that they have matters of opinion in contentious areas, 
from climate change to anything really. There are huge organised lobbies on all subjects and 
individuals with really strong views. And you get complaints from them. And these complaints 
may contain, they might have got you in a single point of accuracy, in which we'd offer a 
correction. But it's not uncommon that these complaints come in with another set of points 
attached, which are all much more contentious. And because of these points, they don't want 
to resolve it.’ This situation leads to complaints that cannot be resolved within 28 days, 
because as the respondent adds ‘what they wanted and what we were prepared to give were 
different, and it's not that we needed persuading. We don't have any great interest of making 
things go away in that sense, if we think we are right, it is quite important.’ 
The table below includes all corrections which were published after more than 28 days. This 












21 The Times 2016 11-Dec 22-Jan 42 days 
45 The Times 2016 05-Jan 12-Feb 38 days 
54 The Times 2016 03-Mar 19-Feb 353 days 
110 The Times 2016 15-Dec 07-May 143 days 
131 The Times 2016 02-May 30-May 28 days 
174 The Times 2016 05-May 28-Jul 84 days 
180 The Times 2016 23-Jun 02-Aug 40 days 
187 The Times 2016 05-May 10-Aug 67 days 
198 The Times 2016 16-May 22-Aug 68 days 
256 The Times 2016 05-Oct 03-Nov 29 days 
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260 The Times 2016 24-Feb-14 05-Nov 984 days 
Table 3. Speed of corrections (2016) 
The median for 2011 was 2 days, and for 2016, it was 2 days.  
 
Figure 3. Speed of corrections (2011 & 2016)  
 
Picture 3. 05 November 2016 
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 Picture 4. 19 February 2016             Picture 5. 07 May 2016 
 
Adequacy of corrections 
In the vast majority of corrections, the newspaper identified the error clearly and also offered 
sufficient information about the correct position. There are, however, a few instances in 
which the inaccuracy was not clearly identified and/or in which further corrective information 
was arguably needed to corroborate the corrections and provide the full picture (pictures 8-
10). In the first of these cases the correction identified the inaccuracy without actually giving 
AQA’s explanation as to how the papers had been wrongly marked. In the second of these 
cases the true reason for the amalgamation was not provided. In the third case the inaccuracy 
concerning Mr Renshaw presumably concerned the forum in which he made remarks that 
triggered a criminal investigation, but this was not clearly stated. 
     





Picture 10. 29 November 2016 
 
Another trend observed in 2016 is that the newspaper sporadically referred to ‘editing errors’ 
to explain that the error was not made by the original journalist but arose in the publishing 
process (pictures 11 and 12). 
    
Picture 11. 06 January 2016                  Picture 12. 13 January 2016 
   
As also shown for other newspapers in the sample, the publication occasionally attempted to 
distance itself from errors, either by referring to the inclusion of the correct position in a 
different part of the newspaper (pictures 13 and 14), or by demonstrating that care was taken 




Picture 13. 22 October 2016                  Picture 14. 02 December 2016 
 
   
Picture 15. 19 January 2016   Picture 16. 19 May 2016 
 
Moving beyond the IPSO requirements, in 2011, none of the corrections offered an apology. 
In 2016, 25% of the corrections included an apology.  
In the cases in which an apology was offered the types of corrections vary, and apologies are 
included ‘where appropriate’ as required by the Code (pictures 17 and 18). Occasionally, the 
newspaper offered a long apology, and also underlined this by using the term ‘apology’ in a 
subheading (picture 17 and 18). This would only be done as part of the negotiated resolution 
of a legal complaint. Whether an apology is appropriate is determined at The Times on the 




      
Picture 17. 21 October 2016     Picture 18. 04 November 2016 
 
In 2011 the number of words the newspaper dedicated to its corrections varied from 36 to 67 
words, with an average of 54 words. In 2016, the examination of a 10% representative sample 












4. Reflection Points 
 
4.1 The situation pre-IPSO 
A number of newspapers had a less formalised complaints’ handling process pre-IPSO. One 
interviewee said that ‘under the PCC we did not have a centralised complaints process.’ In a 
similar vein, another interviewee added that: 
‘Prior to IPSO, officially the managing editor would have dealt with them, but you 
know, it was a lot more laissez-faire attitude to it then (…) A lot of complaints 
snowballed because they were ignored in the past and that is something we are 
adamant isn’t allowed to happen anymore. So previously it would have been the 
managing editor, but it would have been far less focused on complaints dealing than 
it is now.’ 
Likewise, another respondent said:  
‘We are better at dealing with complaints than we used to be, but that doesn't mean 
we weren't relatively less effective previously but I would definitely say we are more 
effective now (…) before it was more ad-hoc, so people were able to contact us like 
before, like coming into one of offices, telephoning us, or emailing us and it was more 
of an ad-hoc way of appealing, so it would usually be escalated to the point where the 
complaint would be dealt with, but sometimes it wouldn't be as effective as it is now’. 
On the other hand, one of the interviewees opined that:  
‘Personally, I don't think that PCC was softer, I think it was more effective in some 
ways, or as effective, was more effective as more straightforward in resolving 
complaints, because that was what it was trying to do.’ 
A specific PCC practice that was mentioned favourably by some interviewees was ‘sufficient 
remedial action’. In the words of a respondent, 
‘under the PCC, if you came to me with a complaint and I offered you a perfectly good 
correction straight away, and you didn't accept it, and you went forward to adjudicate 
it, they looked at the paperwork and said “yes there was a problem, but the paper 
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offered a perfectly good correction straight away”. And they called it “sufficient 
remedial action”’. 
Another interviewee characterised the removal of this policy as a flaw, given that under 
‘sufficient remedial action’ ‘if you have done everything that is reasonable to resolve the 
complaint, like immediately correct it or offer an apology, you wouldn't have an upheld 
complaint against you’.  
Likewise, another interviewee said that: 
‘If you came to PCC with a grievance, it would essentially mediate it, it would try to 
get something that it would satisfy you with something that we were prepared to give, 
and I think that resulted in quite a satisfactory outcome of all parties,’ going on to add 
that, ‘I just think that sometimes things could have been resolved quicker through 
more active mediation. It's quite hard to mediate if you also regulate, that's my point. 
They are not identical functions’. 
While this report does not purport to conclude on the PCC’s strengths and weaknesses, the 
comments obtained through the interviews suggest that, overall, there are more organised 
complaints handling processes in place, but also a greater awareness of editorial standards 
now compared to the time before IPSO. The observations concerning the removal of the 
‘effective remedial action’ approach are in line with the general impression gained from the 
interviews that IPSO is perceived as a tougher regulator that is, in the words of a respondent, 
‘determined to put distance [between] itself and us’, even if at a certain cost in terms of 
simplicity. These points will be elaborated further in the following section.  
 
4.2 IPSO’s impact on complaints handling 
 
4.2.1. A centralised system 
Post-IPSO, many of the newspapers involved in this study have developed a more centralised 
system and confront the complaints in a much more organised way. Their approaches differ: 
some newspapers have compiled a team (e.g. The Daily Telegraph and the Daily Mail), 
whereas others assign the complaints handling task to a managing editor and to a feedback 
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editor for the more routine cases (e.g. The Times). Newspapers rather than IPSO are now 
regularly the first point of contact. While there are cases, as for instance The Times or The 
Scotsman, that largely kept their previous structure, this 'move of responsibility' - if compared 
to the situation under the PCC – often led to the introduction of new roles: The Daily 
Telegraph appointed a person to lead a team of three people that are responsible for the new 
central complaints handling function; the Daily Mail expanded their team to four people, 
including a reader’s editor who is responsible for making decisions on the corrections; and 
the Eastern Daily Press appointed a senior person ‘which means more attention is paid to 
complaint, which hopefully means better service to public who have a complaint against 
anything we've published’.  
This expansion of complaints staff was explained as being related to the expansion of the 
complaints related administrative work the newspapers now have to handle. One of the 
respondents mentioned that ‘we are now carrying and paying for much bigger team’, while 
the majority of them referred to the ‘time-consuming’ aspect of the new processes. All 
respondents referred to the ‘background work’ needed in order to keep an informed and 
organised archive, and to log all complaints received.  
However, the first above-mentioned respondent later added that the overall impact is 
positive as the paper now has a ‘much more structured system’. Likewise, two other 
respondents echoed the idea that their processes had improved, for example: 
‘I can tell you though that we certainly make it easier to make complaints now or sort 
of give more guidance on how to do it and in terms of effectiveness, it’s very time 
consuming, particularly with complaints that are so fairly baseless or factitious, but on 
a whole, the whole process has improved our journalistic rigour (…) We are far more 
proactive in dealing with complaints. We take complaints a lot more seriously’. 
  
4.2.2 Frequent team meetings 
An important point, mentioned by all respondents, concerns the frequent complaints 
handling meetings conducted by all publications. In some cases, these are also extended to 
members of the legal department. They are considered to be extremely necessary so as to 
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keep track of the complaints handling process and the resolution of complaints - to ensure 
that ‘nothing can slip through the cracks’.  
Regardless of variations in the frequency and consistency of these meetings, their purpose is 
to share complaints raised and lessons to be learnt with the journalists concerned (e.g. The 
Daily Telegraph, Daily Mail, The Times), or with the broader editorial team (e.g. Johnston 
Press, Archant Press). For example, a respondent mentioned that ‘whenever we have a 
problem we send a memo to the relevant people about what went wrong, or if it is an 
adjudication against us we will send this around, saying we've been adjudicated, this is what 
we want to be careful about next time. It's an important part so that everyone is aware of 
what the standards are’. Likewise, the respondent from The Daily Telegraph mentioned that: 
‘I feed back to the journalists quite regularly, so either I get instant feedback on 
particular complaints anyway directly, but also I communicate, I do a monthly bulletin, 
of all our errors, things we have got wrong, or other people got wrong, IPSO 
adjudications that they are significant (even if they don't involve us), I put that all 
together, in a sort of bulletin, that everybody gets. And selected people from every 
desk are required to come in once a month, and we go through it, and we chat about 
it. They are constantly updated and try to learn’.  
A similar approach is held by The Times which sends an occasional bulletin to staff, 
mentioning important points that their journalists need to be aware of.  
 
4.2.3 Training 
Another significant observation concerns the introduction of editorial standards training post-
IPSO. Some publishers, including The Daily Mail and The Daily Telegraph, hold training 
sessions for their employees, both recent and long serving, to explain the Code and to present 
past case studies and examples of adjudications. Regular refresher sessions aim to ensure 





4.2.4 Impact on speed and prominence of corrections 
It became apparent from the discussions with the interviewees that the centralisation and 
professionalisation of complaint handling under IPSO has contributed to the speedier 
resolution of complaints. One respondent commented that: 
‘I like the fact that we now have a structured complaint process. I like the way IPSO 
operates. I like the complaints process once IPSO becomes involved, because we have 
a time-frame to try to resolve it. I think it is an effective process and better than (PCC) 
press complaints commission.’ 
Another responded echoed this idea by saying that: 
‘Overall, I think it's a big step forward for the complainants because they get their 
complaints resolved quicker in the paper, more prominently, more organised, quicker 
responses (…) It's good for the complainants and good for the publishers, and it's good 
for the regulator.’ 
However, it has also been noted that the Code is still unchartered territory in parts, which 
renders complaints handling more time-consuming: 
‘I think there - we spend a lot more time dealing with complaints internally, because 
we were much more sure how the PCC interpreted the code. There's a lot of IPSO code 
that actually haven't been tested yet, with an actual adjudication really, and you can 
see that's it's been abused by legal firms to try to stop some rulings.’ 
As regards the prominence of corrections, the respondent from the Scotsman observed that:  
‘before IPSO there was a less consistent approach to corrections. I think that before 
then, newspapers very much did their own thing. Since IPSO arrived we do take the 
presentation of corrections very seriously.’ 
The same respondent noted that:  
‘there’s been a lot of debate, critics of IPSO in the past, saying that we should give 
equal prominence to corrections as to the original story, rather than due prominence. 
We take the view that sometimes we will need to give, under due prominence, the 
correction a lot more prominence than perhaps the original article.’ 
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However, the distinction between ‘due prominence’ and ‘equal prominence’ is still 
considered to be crucial. In the words of The Times interviewee:  
‘We had an argument about that, about whether people think ‘due prominence' 
means 'equal prominence', which clearly doesn't and won't, and IPSO has been quite 
good at holding that line, taking a sensible approach to that’. 
 
4.2.5 Overall impact on practices 
 At the end of each interview, interviewees were asked to reflect on the changes that IPSO 
brought to their practices. The following observations by six different respondents are worth 
reporting: 
o We have basically consolidated everything. We have a universal policy, a universal way 
of doing things a simple way of doing things, greater access for readers, easy route for 
readers to complain with a transparent policy basically.  
o It is much stronger and better but I think we have made it a lot easier for those who 
have vested interests or are lobbying to make similar politically motivated complaints. 
We should have a much quicker way to handle these complaints and not assume that 
every complaint has legitimacy. We have to see the course of the complaint and be 
more mindful on where and why it was generated.  
o I think that our organisation and the way we handle complaints has changed due to 
IPSO because IPSO is very, very forensic in its complaints handling processes. It’s very 
thorough (…) I think it’s a very healthy process and I absolutely believe that we as a 
business treat a complaint that comes via IPSO far more seriously than we probably 
did a complaint that came via the PCC. (…) It’s very important to us that we comply 
with the Code. And that is a direct result of IPSO. 
o We are a big supporter of IPSO. We don't like it when they rule against us, we don't 
like to publish corrections or adjudications if they told us, especially if we disagree, 
and sometimes we do. There've been a couple of adjudications, which we still don't 
think they were right, but that's the nature. It's like going to court. You always think 
you are right. So, obviously, we don't like losing, but obviously we accept the right to 
do that, because that's the whole point. That it has to be an appeal body, that's 
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independent, to arbitrate between sometimes phony and difficult arguments. (…) 
There is a lot of training and feedback, and none of them existed before IPSO. It's 
about learning and not make the same mistake.  
o It has clearly had an impact to [sic] several papers. Everybody has responded to this 
climate, and the change to this climate. The press got itself into a position that it got 
itself into, and it had to get itself out of it, and it had to make a much better job of 
defending itself and making a case of its existence as a force for good of kind or 
another, in the face of a lot of opposition. And IPSO has been the focus of that really, 
rather than a force within it, it's there, it's a regulator, and it does what it does, and 
we all signed up to it. You have to have a body that has the support of the industry, 
there is no point of not.  
o It’s very time consuming and they don’t take a very realistic approach to some of the 
complaints in my view, but it is undoubtedly raised the standard of accuracy within 
the paper. It has raised the standard - it improved the way we deal with readers (…) 
We definitely treat complaints in a far more serious and professional manner. And the 
reporters, even down to the reporter level, reporters ask themselves questions about 
what they are about to write in a way that they didn’t used to. So, in terms of raising 
standards and professionalism in the industry, I think IPSO has achieved what it has 
set out to do, probably.  
 
The above-mentioned observations suggest that IPSO has raised the standards of 
professionalism and accuracy, which translate into a speedier resolution of complaints and 
greater prominence of corrections. Even though a certain sense of apprehension about IPSO’s 
more disciplinarian effect was expressed, the interviewees’ perception of it is that of a 
regulator with clout that is prepared to hold regulated publications to account for their 








Appendix 1. Corrections Database 
The following picture shows how the database is organised and the parameters that were 
examined in the first part of the research (quantitative approach). 
 
 
Appendix 2. Interview Questionnaire: Template for semi-structured interviews 
1. Could you please describe your current complaints handling process? 
2. How many complaints do you receive (roughly) and what matters do they concern? 
What percentage of them gets a published correction? Have these numbers changed 
under IPSO? 
3. What procedures were in place before the IPSO complaints process, please can you 
give a general overview? Do you consider these procedures to have been effective? 
4. a) Have there been changes in complaints handling since IPSO? If yes, can you think of 
specific examples?  
b) If yes, have those changes brought any benefits?  
c) If no changes were made – why not? 
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5. Are there any types of corrections that you prioritise and any that you choose not to 
publish? Are these choices affected by the IPSO complaints process? Did you do this 
differently before IPSO? 
6. How many complaints do you receive that do not raise a breach of the Code (roughly)? 
What matters do they concern and how do you handle them? 
7. Do you have a correction column, and if so, on which page is it? If not, do you have 
specific guidelines on where to publish a correction? Has this changed under IPSO? If 
so why and if not, why not?  
8. What is your timeframe for publishing a correction? Do you ever miss it, and what 
would be the reason? Has this timeframe changed under IPSO? 
9. What types of information do you include in a correction and why? Has this process 
changed under IPSO? 
10. How do you make a decision of whether you are going to include an apology (in the 
correction)? Has this process changed under IPSO?  
11. Have you ever published an adverse adjudication, as opposed to a correction? If so, 
under what circumstances? Has this process changed under IPSO? 
12. Under which circumstances would you grant a ‘right of reply’? Has the right of reply 
process changed under IPSO? 
13. Do you have many third-party complaints? Who are these third parties typically and 





Appendix 3. Tables 
DAILY MAIL 










Date of  
published 
correction 
1 Daily Mail 2011 26-Sep  17-Oct 
2 Daily Mail 2011 09-Sep  17-Oct 
3 Daily Mail 2011 27-Sep  17-Oct 
4 Daily Mail 2011 07-Oct  17-Oct 
5 Daily Mail 2011 19-Mar  18-Oct 
6 Daily Mail 2011 19-Jul  18-Oct 
7 Daily Mail 2011 N/A  18-Oct 
8 Daily Mail 2011 18-Oct  19-Oct 
9 Daily Mail 2011 05-Aug  19-Oct 
10 Daily Mail 2011 18-Oct  19-Oct 
11 Daily Mail 2011 17-Oct  20-Oct 
12 Daily Mail 2011 18-Oct  20-Oct 
13 Daily Mail 2011 20-Oct  21-Oct 
14 Daily Mail 2011 15-Oct  21-Oct 
15 Daily Mail 2011 08-Feb  24-Oct 
16 Daily Mail 2011 20-Oct  24-Oct 
17 Daily Mail 2011 18-Sep-15  26-Oct 
18 Daily Mail 2011 25-Oct  26-Oct 
19 Daily Mail 2011 25-Oct  26-Oct 
20 Daily Mail 2011 23-Sep  28-Oct 
21 Daily Mail 2011 27-May  31-Oct 
22 Daily Mail 2011 28-Oct  31-Oct 
23 Daily Mail 2011 28-Oct  31-Oct 
24 Daily Mail 2011 11-Jul  01-Nov 
25 Daily Mail 2011 10-Nov  01-Nov 
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26 Daily Mail 2011 27-Jun  03-Nov 
27 Daily Mail 2011 29-Oct  03-Nov 
28 Daily Mail 2011 01-Nov  04-Nov 
29 Daily Mail 2011 01-Nov  04-Nov 
30 Daily Mail 2011 26-Sep  08-Nov 
31 Daily Mail 2011 03-Nov  08-Nov 
32 Daily Mail 2011 31-Oct  09-Nov 
33 Daily Mail 2011 08-Nov  09-Nov 
34 Daily Mail 2011 08-Nov  10-Nov 
35 Daily Mail 2011 09-Nov  10-Nov 
36 Daily Mail 2011 September  11-Nov 
37 Daily Mail 2011 09-Nov  11-Nov 
38 Daily Mail 2011 29-Jun  14-Nov 
39 Daily Mail 2011 11-Nov  14-Nov 
40 Daily Mail 2011 14-Nov  15-Nov 
41 Daily Mail 2011 18-Oct  16-Nov 
42 Daily Mail 2011 15-Nov  16-Nov 
43 Daily Mail 2011 15-Nov  18-Nov 
44 Daily Mail 2011 18-Oct  18-Nov 
45 Daily Mail 2011 19-Nov  22-Nov 
46 Daily Mail 2011 11-Nov  22-Nov 
47 Daily Mail 2011 01-Oct  24-Nov 
48 Daily Mail 2011 21-Nov  24-Nov 
49 Daily Mail 2011 21-Nov  25-Nov 
50 Daily Mail 2011 25-Nov  29-Nov 
51 Daily Mail 2011 11-Oct  01-Dec 
52 Daily Mail 2011 17-Nov  01-Dec 
53 Daily Mail 2011 21-Nov  02-Dec 
54 Daily Mail 2011 17-Nov  02-Dec 
55 Daily Mail 2011 01-Dec  06-Dec 
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56 Daily Mail 2011 01-Aug  08-Dec 
57 Daily Mail 2011 08-Dec  09-Dec 
58 Daily Mail 2011 29-Nov  09-Dec 
59 Daily Mail 2011 08-Nov  12-Dec 
60 Daily Mail 2011 09-Dec  12-Dec 
61 Daily Mail 2011 10-Dec  13-Dec 
62 Daily Mail 2011 09-Dec  13-Dec 
63 Daily Mail 2011 07-Dec  14-Dec 
64 Daily Mail 2011 09-Dec  14-Dec 
65 Daily Mail 2011 09-Sep  16-Dec 
66 Daily Mail 2011 N/A  19-Dec 
67 Daily Mail 2011 03-Dec  20-Dec 
68 Daily Mail 2011 14-Dec  20-Dec 
69 Daily Mail 2011 20-Dec  23-Dec 
70 Daily Mail 2011 22-Dec  23-Dec 
1 Daily Mail 2016 19-Sep-15  04-Jan 
2 Daily Mail 2016 29-Dec  06-Jan 
3 Daily Mail 2016 23-Dec  12-Jan 
4 Daily Mail 2016 13-Jan  14-Jan 
5 Daily Mail 2016 27-Jun  27-Jan 
6 Daily Mail 2016 30-Jan  02-Feb 
7 Daily Mail 2016 11-Jan  08-Feb 
8 Daily Mail 2016 04-Feb  08-Feb 
9 Daily Mail 2016 03-Feb  12-Feb 
10 Daily Mail 2016 03-Feb  18-Feb 
11 Daily Mail 2016 16-Jan  23-Feb 
12 Daily Mail 2016 24-Feb  26-Feb 
13 Daily Mail 2016 22-Feb  26-Feb 
14 Daily Mail 2016 01-Feb  29 Feb 
15 Daily Mail 2016 26-Feb  01-Mar 
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16 Daily Mail 2016 01-Mar  02-Mar 
17 Daily Mail 2016 08-Mar  10-Mar 
18 Daily Mail 2016 03-Mar  10-Mar 
19 Daily Mail 2016 05-Mar  11-Mar 
20 Daily Mail 2016 08-Mar  14-Mar 
21 Daily Mail 2016 21-Jan publication of 
clarification 
24-Mar 
22 Daily Mail 2016 22-Mar  28-Mar 
23 Daily Mail 2016 26-Mar  30-Mar 
24 Daily Mail 2016 29-Jan  01-Apr 
25 Daily Mail 2016 01-Apr  05-Apr 
26 Daily Mail 2016 01-Apr  05-Apr 
27 Daily Mail 2016 12-Apr  18-Apr 
28 Daily Mail 2016 14-Apr  20-Apr 
29 Daily Mail 2016 11-Apr  25-Apr 
30 Daily Mail 2016 25-Apr  26-Apr 
31 Daily Mail 2016 10-May  12-May 
32 Daily Mail 2016 07-May  16-May 
33 Daily Mail 2016 N/A  27-May 
34 Daily Mail 2016 10-Mar  06-Jun 
35 Daily Mail 2016 12-May  07-Jun 
36 Daily Mail 2016 04-Jun  09-Jun 
37 Daily Mail 2016 13-Jun  15-Jun 
38 Daily Mail 2016 16-Jun publication of 
correction 
17-Jun 
39 Daily Mail 2016 30-May  20-Jun 
40 Daily Mail 2016 24-Jun  02-Jul 
41 Daily Mail 2016 26-May  04-Jul 
42 Daily Mail 2016 13-Jun  05-Jul 
43 Daily Mail 2016 02-Jul  05-Jul 
44 Daily Mail 2016 06-Jun  06-Jul 
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45 Daily Mail 2016 03-May  08-Jul 
46 Daily Mail 2016 22-Jun  12-Jul 
47 Daily Mail 2016 13-Jul  15-Jul 
48 Daily Mail 2016 20-Jul  22-Jul 
49 Daily Mail 2016 27-May publication of 
clarification  
25-Jul 
50 Daily Mail 2016 29-Jul  30-Jul 
51 Daily Mail 2016 10-Aug  11-Aug 
52 Daily Mail 2016 05-Aug  12-Aug 
53 Daily Mail 2016 11-Aug  23-Aug 
54 Daily Mail 2016 19-Aug  25-Aug 
55 Daily Mail 2016 14-Dec publication of 
correction  
31-Aug 
56 Daily Mail 2016 27-Aug  19-Sep 
57 Daily Mail 2016 05-Jun  20-Sep 
58 Daily Mail 2016 10-Aug  21-Sep 
59 Daily Mail 2016 22-Aug  10-Oct 
60 Daily Mail 2016 08-Aug  12-Oct 
61 Daily Mail 2016 30-Jul  13-Oct 
62 Daily Mail 2016 07-Oct  13-Oct 
63 Daily Mail 2016 23-Jul  17-Oct 
64 Daily Mail 2016 10-Oct  17-Oct 
65 Daily Mail 2016 21-Oct  22-Oct 
66 Daily Mail 2016 14-Sep  24-Oct 
67 Daily Mail 2016 25-Oct  31-Oct 
68 Daily Mail 2016 08-Aug publication of 
correction  
07-Nov 
69 Daily Mail 2016 25-Oct  07-Nov 
70 Daily Mail 2016 01-Nov  08-Nov 
71 Daily Mail 2016 29-Oct  08-Nov 
72 Daily Mail 2016 08-Nov  29-Nov 
73 Daily Mail 2016 06-Oct  01-Dec 
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74 Daily Mail 2016 25-Nov  05-Dec 
75 Daily Mail 2016 25-Nov  05-Dec 
76 Daily Mail 2016 20-Jun  12-Dec 
77 Daily Mail 2016 13-Dec  14-Dec 
















1 Daily Mail 2011 17-Oct 29 2 
2 Daily Mail 2011 17-Oct 13 2 
3 Daily Mail 2011 17-Oct 6 2 
4 Daily Mail 2011 17-Oct 17 2 
5 Daily Mail 2011 18-Oct 30-31 2 
6 Daily Mail 2011 18-Oct 4 2 
7 Daily Mail 2011 18-Oct N/A 2 
8 Daily Mail 2011 19-Oct N/A 2 
9 Daily Mail 2011 19-Oct 17 2 
10 Daily Mail 2011 19-Oct N/A 2 
11 Daily Mail 2011 20-Oct 29 2 
12 Daily Mail 2011 20-Oct 80 2 
13 Daily Mail 2011 21-Oct 43 2 
14 Daily Mail 2011 21-Oct 24-25 2 
15 Daily Mail 2011 24-Oct 30-31 2 
16 Daily Mail 2011 24-Oct 71 2 
17 Daily Mail 2011 26-Oct 13 2 
18 Daily Mail 2011 26-Oct 13 2 
19 Daily Mail 2011 26-Oct 13 2 
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20 Daily Mail 2011 28-Oct 9 2 
21 Daily Mail 2011 31-Oct 1 2 
22 Daily Mail 2011 31-Oct 38 2 
23 Daily Mail 2011 31-Oct 38-39 2 
24 Daily Mail 2011 01-Nov 1 and 4  2 
25 Daily Mail 2011 01-Nov 18 2 
26 Daily Mail 2011 03-Nov 19 2 
27 Daily Mail 2011 03-Nov 108 2 
28 Daily Mail 2011 04-Nov 34-35 2 
29 Daily Mail 2011 04-Nov 69 2 
30 Daily Mail 2011 08-Nov 14 2 
31 Daily Mail 2011 08-Nov 13 2 
32 Daily Mail 2011 09-Nov 18 2 
33 Daily Mail 2011 09-Nov 47 2 
34 Daily Mail 2011 10-Nov 48-49 2 
35 Daily Mail 2011 10-Nov 6 2 
36 Daily Mail 2011 11-Nov 15 and 36 2 
37 Daily Mail 2011 11-Nov 22 2 
38 Daily Mail 2011 14-Nov 1 and 6-7  2 
39 Daily Mail 2011 14-Nov 3 2 
40 Daily Mail 2011 15-Nov 27 2 
41 Daily Mail 2011 16-Nov 14 2 
42 Daily Mail 2011 16-Nov 61 2 
43 Daily Mail 2011 18-Nov 32-33 2 
44 Daily Mail 2011 18-Nov 14 2 
45 Daily Mail 2011 22-Nov 3 2 
46 Daily Mail 2011 22-Nov 32 2 
47 Daily Mail 2011 24-Nov 15 2 
48 Daily Mail 2011 24-Nov 14 2 
49 Daily Mail 2011 25-Nov 4 2 
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50 Daily Mail 2011 29-Nov 40 2 
51 Daily Mail 2011 01-Dec 17 2 
52 Daily Mail 2011 01-Dec 13 2 
53 Daily Mail 2011 02-Dec 5 2 
54 Daily Mail 2011 02-Dec 100 2 
55 Daily Mail 2011 06-Dec 27 2 
56 Daily Mail 2011 08-Dec 24-25 2 
57 Daily Mail 2011 09-Dec 10 2 
58 Daily Mail 2011 09-Dec 33 2 
59 Daily Mail 2011 12-Dec 12 2 
60 Daily Mail 2011 12-Dec 5 2 
61 Daily Mail 2011 13-Dec 8 and 9 2 
62 Daily Mail 2011 13-Dec 8 2 
63 Daily Mail 2011 14-Dec 20 2 
64 Daily Mail 2011 14-Dec 93 2 
65 Daily Mail 2011 16-Dec 8 2 
66 Daily Mail 2011 19-Dec N/A 2 
67 Daily Mail 2011 20-Dec 22 2 
68 Daily Mail 2011 20-Dec 30-31 2 
69 Daily Mail 2011 23-Dec 11 2 
70 Daily Mail 2011 23-Dec 68 2 
 
DAILY MAIL 












      
1 Daily Mail 2016 04-Jan 33-34 2 
2 Daily Mail 2016 06-Jan 17 2 
3 Daily Mail 2016 12-Jan 1 2 
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4 Daily Mail 2016 14-Jan 16 2 
5 Daily Mail 2016 27-Jan 54-55 2 
6 Daily Mail 2016 02-Feb 26-27 2 
7 Daily Mail 2016 08-Feb 12 and 13 2 
8 Daily Mail 2016 08-Feb 11 2 
9 Daily Mail 2016 12-Feb 17 2 
10 Daily Mail 2016 18-Feb 8 and 9 2 
11 Daily Mail 2016 23-Feb 1 and 4  2 
12 Daily Mail 2016 26-Feb 08-Sep 2 
13 Daily Mail 2016 26-Feb 11 2 
14 Daily Mail 2016 29 Feb 1 and 2  2 
15 Daily Mail 2016 01-Mar 4 and 5 2 
16 Daily Mail 2016 02-Mar 14-15 2 
17 Daily Mail 2016 10-Mar 19 2 
18 Daily Mail 2016 10-Mar 37 2 
19 Daily Mail 2016 11-Mar 26-27 2 
20 Daily Mail 2016 14-Mar 17 2 
21 Daily Mail 2016 24-Mar 14-15 2 
22 Daily Mail 2016 28-Mar 13 2 
23 Daily Mail 2016 30-Mar 69 2 
24 Daily Mail 2016 01-Apr 27 2 
25 Daily Mail 2016 05-Apr 82-83  2 
26 Daily Mail 2016 05-Apr 50-51 2 
27 Daily Mail 2016 18-Apr 45 2 
28 Daily Mail 2016 20-Apr 10  2 
29 Daily Mail 2016 25-Apr 10 2 
30 Daily Mail 2016 26-Apr 27 2 
31 Daily Mail 2016 12-May 17 2 
32 Daily Mail 2016 16-May 33 2 
33 Daily Mail 2016 27-May N/A 2 
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34 Daily Mail 2016 06-Jun 5 2 
35 Daily Mail 2016 07-Jun 22-23 2 
36 Daily Mail 2016 09-Jun 13 2 
37 Daily Mail 2016 15-Jun 24-25 2 
38 Daily Mail 2016 17-Jun 1 2 
39 Daily Mail 2016 20-Jun 16 2 
40 Daily Mail 2016 02-Jul 9 2 
41 Daily Mail 2016 04-Jul 19 2 
42 Daily Mail 2016 05-Jul 32 2 
43 Daily Mail 2016 05-Jul 4 2 
44 Daily Mail 2016 06-Jul 4 2 
45 Daily Mail 2016 08-Jul 4 2 
46 Daily Mail 2016 12-Jul 42-43 2 
47 Daily Mail 2016 15-Jul 63 2 
48 Daily Mail 2016 22-Jul 19 2 
49 Daily Mail 2016 25-Jul 21 2 
50 Daily Mail 2016 30-Jul 12 2 
51 Daily Mail 2016 11-Aug 36-37 2 
52 Daily Mail 2016 12-Aug 27 2 
53 Daily Mail 2016 23-Aug 57 2 
54 Daily Mail 2016 25-Aug 22 2 
55 Daily Mail 2016 31-Aug 5 2 
56 Daily Mail 2016 19-Sep 42 2 
57 Daily Mail 2016 20-Sep 20 2 
58 Daily Mail 2016 21-Sep 43 2 
59 Daily Mail 2016 10-Oct 27 2 
60 Daily Mail 2016 12-Oct 1 and 10-11 2 
61 Daily Mail 2016 13-Oct 14-15 2 
62 Daily Mail 2016 13-Oct 30 2 
63 Daily Mail 2016 17-Oct 9 2 
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64 Daily Mail 2016 17-Oct 39 2 
65 Daily Mail 2016 22-Oct 19 2 
66 Daily Mail 2016 24-Oct 30-31 2 
67 Daily Mail 2016 31-Oct 16 2 
68 Daily Mail 2016 07-Nov 1 and 10-11 2 
69 Daily Mail 2016 07-Nov 26 2 
70 Daily Mail 2016 08-Nov 35 2 
71 Daily Mail 2016 08-Nov 16-17 2 
72 Daily Mail 2016 29-Nov 34-35 2 
73 Daily Mail 2016 01-Dec 7 2 
74 Daily Mail 2016 05-Dec 52-53 2 
75 Daily Mail 2016 05-Dec 91 2 
76 Daily Mail 2016 12-Dec 8 2 
77 Daily Mail 2016 14-Dec 37 2 
78 Daily Mail 2016 21-Dec 49 2 
 
DAILY MAIL 













1 Daily Mail 2011 26-Sep 17-Oct 21 
2 Daily Mail 2011 09-Sep 17-Oct 38 
3 Daily Mail 2011 27-Sep 17-Oct 20 
4 Daily Mail 2011 07-Oct 17-Oct 10 
5 Daily Mail 2011 19-Mar 18-Oct 213 
6 Daily Mail 2011 19-Jul 18-Oct 91 
7 Daily Mail 2011 N/A 18-Oct N/A 
8 Daily Mail 2011 18-Oct 19-Oct 1 
9 Daily Mail 2011 05-Aug 19-Oct 75 
10 Daily Mail 2011 18-Oct 19-Oct 1 
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11 Daily Mail 2011 17-Oct 20-Oct 3 
12 Daily Mail 2011 18-Oct 20-Oct 2 
13 Daily Mail 2011 20-Oct 21-Oct 1 
14 Daily Mail 2011 15-Oct 21-Oct 6 
15 Daily Mail 2011 08-Feb 24-Oct 258 
16 Daily Mail 2011 20-Oct 24-Oct 4 
17 Daily Mail 2011 18-Sep-15 26-Oct 403 
18 Daily Mail 2011 25-Oct 26-Oct 1 
19 Daily Mail 2011 25-Oct 26-Oct 1 
20 Daily Mail 2011 23-Sep 28-Oct 35 
21 Daily Mail 2011 27-May 31-Oct 157 
22 Daily Mail 2011 28-Oct 31-Oct 3 
23 Daily Mail 2011 28-Oct 31-Oct 3 
24 Daily Mail 2011 11-Jul 01-Nov 113 
25 Daily Mail 2011 10-Nov 01-Nov 1 
26 Daily Mail 2011 27-Jun 03-Nov 129 
27 Daily Mail 2011 29-Oct 03-Nov 5 
28 Daily Mail 2011 01-Nov 04-Nov 3 
29 Daily Mail 2011 01-Nov 04-Nov 3 
30 Daily Mail 2011 26-Sep 08-Nov 43 
31 Daily Mail 2011 03-Nov 08-Nov 5 
32 Daily Mail 2011 31-Oct 09-Nov 9 
33 Daily Mail 2011 08-Nov 09-Nov 1 
34 Daily Mail 2011 08-Nov 10-Nov 2 
35 Daily Mail 2011 09-Nov 10-Nov 1 
36 Daily Mail 2011 September 11-Nov N/A 
37 Daily Mail 2011 09-Nov 11-Nov 2 
38 Daily Mail 2011 29-Jun 14-Nov 138 
39 Daily Mail 2011 11-Nov 14-Nov 3 
40 Daily Mail 2011 14-Nov 15-Nov 1 
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41 Daily Mail 2011 18-Oct 16-Nov 28 
42 Daily Mail 2011 15-Nov 16-Nov 1 
43 Daily Mail 2011 15-Nov 18-Nov 3 
44 Daily Mail 2011 18-Oct 18-Nov 31 
45 Daily Mail 2011 19-Nov 22-Nov 3 
46 Daily Mail 2011 11-Nov 22-Nov 11 
47 Daily Mail 2011 01-Oct 24-Nov 55 
48 Daily Mail 2011 21-Nov 24-Nov 3 
49 Daily Mail 2011 21-Nov 25-Nov 4 
50 Daily Mail 2011 25-Nov 29-Nov 4 
51 Daily Mail 2011 11-Oct 01-Dec 51 
52 Daily Mail 2011 17-Nov 01-Dec 14 
53 Daily Mail 2011 21-Nov 02-Dec 11 
54 Daily Mail 2011 17-Nov 02-Dec 15 
55 Daily Mail 2011 01-Dec 06-Dec 5 
56 Daily Mail 2011 01-Aug 08-Dec 130 
57 Daily Mail 2011 08-Dec 09-Dec 1 
58 Daily Mail 2011 29-Nov 09-Dec 10 
59 Daily Mail 2011 08-Nov 12-Dec 34 
60 Daily Mail 2011 09-Dec 12-Dec 3 
61 Daily Mail 2011 10-Dec 13-Dec 3 
62 Daily Mail 2011 09-Dec 13-Dec 4 
63 Daily Mail 2011 07-Dec 14-Dec 7 
64 Daily Mail 2011 09-Dec 14-Dec 5 
65 Daily Mail 2011 09-Sep 16-Dec 98 
66 Daily Mail 2011 N/A 19-Dec N/A 
67 Daily Mail 2011 03-Dec 20-Dec 17 
68 Daily Mail 2011 14-Dec 20-Dec 6 
69 Daily Mail 2011 20-Dec 23-Dec 3 


















1 Daily Mail 2016 19-Sep-15 04-Jan 107 
2 Daily Mail 2016 29-Dec 06-Jan 5 
3 Daily Mail 2016 23-Dec 12-Jan 19 
4 Daily Mail 2016 13-Jan 14-Jan 1 
5 Daily Mail 2016 27-Jun 27-Jan 214 
6 Daily Mail 2016 30-Jan 02-Feb 3 
7 Daily Mail 2016 11-Jan 08-Feb 27 
8 Daily Mail 2016 04-Feb 08-Feb 4 
9 Daily Mail 2016 03-Feb 12-Feb 9 
10 Daily Mail 2016 03-Feb 18-Feb 15 
11 Daily Mail 2016 16-Jan 23-Feb 38 
12 Daily Mail 2016 24-Feb 26-Feb 2 
13 Daily Mail 2016 22-Feb 26-Feb 4 
14 Daily Mail 2016 01-Feb 29 Feb 28 
15 Daily Mail 2016 26-Feb 01-Mar 4 
16 Daily Mail 2016 01-Mar 02-Mar 1 
17 Daily Mail 2016 08-Mar 10-Mar 2 
18 Daily Mail 2016 03-Mar 10-Mar 7 
19 Daily Mail 2016 05-Mar 11-Mar 6 
20 Daily Mail 2016 08-Mar 14-Mar 6 
21 Daily Mail 2016 21-Jan 24-Mar 62 
22 Daily Mail 2016 22-Mar 28-Mar 6 
23 Daily Mail 2016 26-Mar 30-Mar 4 
24 Daily Mail 2016 29-Jan 01-Apr 62 
25 Daily Mail 2016 01-Apr 05-Apr 4 
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26 Daily Mail 2016 01-Apr 05-Apr 4 
27 Daily Mail 2016 12-Apr 18-Apr 6 
28 Daily Mail 2016 14-Apr 20-Apr 6 
29 Daily Mail 2016 11-Apr 25-Apr 14 
30 Daily Mail 2016 25-Apr 26-Apr 1 
31 Daily Mail 2016 10-May 12-May 2 
32 Daily Mail 2016 07-May 16-May 9 
33 Daily Mail 2016 N/A 27-May N/A 
34 Daily Mail 2016 10-Mar 06-Jun 88 
35 Daily Mail 2016 12-May 07-Jun 26 
36 Daily Mail 2016 04-Jun 09-Jun 5 
37 Daily Mail 2016 13-Jun 15-Jun 2 
38 Daily Mail 2016 16-Jun 17-Jun 1 
39 Daily Mail 2016 30-May 20-Jun 21 
40 Daily Mail 2016 24-Jun 02-Jul 8 
41 Daily Mail 2016 26-May 04-Jul 39 
42 Daily Mail 2016 13-Jun 05-Jul 22 
43 Daily Mail 2016 02-Jul 05-Jul 3 
44 Daily Mail 2016 06-Jun 06-Jul 30 
45 Daily Mail 2016 03-May 08-Jul 66 
46 Daily Mail 2016 22-Jun 12-Jul 20 
47 Daily Mail 2016 13-Jul 15-Jul 2 
48 Daily Mail 2016 20-Jul 22-Jul 2 
49 Daily Mail 2016 27-May 25-Jul 59 
50 Daily Mail 2016 29-Jul 30-Jul 1 
51 Daily Mail 2016 10-Aug 11-Aug 1 
52 Daily Mail 2016 05-Aug 12-Aug 7 
53 Daily Mail 2016 11-Aug 23-Aug 12 
54 Daily Mail 2016 19-Aug 25-Aug 6 
55 Daily Mail 2016 14-Dec 31-Aug 260 
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56 Daily Mail 2016 27-Aug 19-Sep 23 
57 Daily Mail 2016 05-Jun 20-Sep 107 
58 Daily Mail 2016 10-Aug 21-Sep 41 
59 Daily Mail 2016 22-Aug 10-Oct 48 
60 Daily Mail 2016 08-Aug 12-Oct 65 
61 Daily Mail 2016 30-Jul 13-Oct 75 
62 Daily Mail 2016 07-Oct 13-Oct 6 
63 Daily Mail 2016 23-Jul 17-Oct 86 
64 Daily Mail 2016 10-Oct 17-Oct 7 
65 Daily Mail 2016 21-Oct 22-Oct 1 
66 Daily Mail 2016 14-Sep 24-Oct 40 
67 Daily Mail 2016 25-Oct 31-Oct 6 
68 Daily Mail 2016 08-Aug 07-Nov 91 
69 Daily Mail 2016 25-Oct 07-Nov 13 
70 Daily Mail 2016 01-Nov 08-Nov 7 
71 Daily Mail 2016 29-Oct 08-Nov 10 
72 Daily Mail 2016 08-Nov 29-Nov 21 
73 Daily Mail 2016 06-Oct 01-Dec 56 
74 Daily Mail 2016 25-Nov 05-Dec 10 
75 Daily Mail 2016 25-Nov 05-Dec 10 
76 Daily Mail 2016 20-Jun 12-Dec 175 
77 Daily Mail 2016 13-Dec 14-Dec 1 

















1 Daily Record 2011 14-Nov  15-Nov 
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2 Daily Record 2011 14-Nov  15-Nov 
3 Daily Record 2011 12-Nov  15-Nov 
4 Daily Record 2011 19-Nov  22-Nov 
5 Daily Record 2011 21-Nov  23-Nov 
6 Daily Record 2011 26-Nov  29-Nov 
7 Daily Record 2011 26-Nov  29-Nov 
8 Daily Record 2011 01-Sep  29-Nov 
9 Daily Record 2011 28-Nov  30-Nov 
10 Daily Record 2011 30-Nov  01-Dec 
11 Daily Record 2011 01-Dec  02-Dec 
12 Daily Record 2011 02-Dec  03-Dec 
13 Daily Record 2011 05-Dec  07-Dec 
14 Daily Record 2011 12-Dec  13-Dec 
15 Daily Record 2011 13-Dec  14-Dec 
16 Daily Record 2011 28-Nov  15-Dec 
17 Daily Record 2011 17-Dec  20-Dec 
18 Daily Record 2011 16-Dec  20-Dec 
19 Daily Record 2011 01-Nov  22-Dec 
20 Daily Record 2011 14-Dec  22-Dec 
1 Daily Record 2016 14-Jan  18-Jan 
2 Daily Record 2016 24-Mar  25-Mar 
3 Daily Record 2016 23-Mar  02-Apr 
4 Daily Record 2016 02-May  07-May 
5 Daily Record 2016 27-May  28-May 
6 Daily Record 2016 01-Jun  02-Jun 
7 Daily Record 2016 20-Jun  21-Jun 
8 Daily Record 2016 21-Jul  22-Jul 
9 Daily Record 2016 09-Mar publication of 
correction 
08-Aug 
10 Daily Record 2016 19-Aug  27-Aug 
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11 Daily Record 2016 20-Aug  02-Sep 
12 Daily Record 2016 03-Sep  06-Sep 
13 Daily Record 2016 29-Sep  30-Sep 
14 Daily Record 2016 10-Oct  11-Oct 
15 Daily Record 2016 14-Dec  15-Dec 
16 Daily Record 2016 26-Dec  27-Dec 
 
METRO 













1 Metro 2011 14-Oct  18-Oct 
2 Metro 2011 25-Oct  26-Oct 
3 Metro 2011 24-Oct  26-Oct 
4 Metro 2011 21-Oct  26-Oct 
5 Metro 2011 24-Oct  27-Oct 
6 Metro 2011 26-Oct  27-Oct 
7 Metro 2011 27-Oct  28-Oct 
8 Metro 2011 28-Oct  31-Oct 
9 Metro 2011 27-Oct  01-Nov 
10 Metro 2011 02-Feb  04-Nov 
11 Metro 2011 07-Nov  08-Nov 
12 Metro 2011 08-Nov  09-Nov 
13 Metro 2011 N/A  09-Nov 
14 Metro 2011 09-Nov  10-Nov 
15 Metro 2011 09-Nov  10-Nov 
16 Metro 2011 09-Nov  10-Nov 
17 Metro 2011 08-Nov  10-Nov 
18 Metro 2011 10-Nov  11-Nov 
19 Metro 2011 10-Nov  11-Nov 
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20 Metro 2011 10-Nov  11-Nov 
21 Metro 2011 11-Nov  14-Nov 
22 Metro 2011 18-Nov  21-Nov 
23 Metro 2011 18-Nov  21-Nov 
24 Metro 2011 18-Nov  21-Nov 
25 Metro 2011 18-Nov  21-Nov 
26 Metro 2011 21-Nov  22-Nov 
27 Metro 2011 30-Nov  01-Dec 
28 Metro 2011 07-Nov  08-Dec 
29 Metro 2011 14-Dec  15-Dec 
30 Metro 2011 14-Dec  15-Dec 
31 Metro 2011 15-Dec  16-Dec 
32 Metro 2011 19-Dec  20-Dec 
33 Metro 2011 20-Dec  22-Dec 
34 Metro 2011 21-Dec  22-Dec 
35 Metro 2011 22-Dec  23-Dec 
36 Metro 2011 22-Dec  23-Dec 
1 Metro 2016 14-Jan  15-Jan 
2 Metro 2016 15-Feb  17-Feb 
3 Metro 2016 17-Mar  18-Mar 
4 Metro 2016 21-Mar  22-Mar 
5 Metro 2016 08-Apr  11-Apr 
6 Metro 2016 14-Apr  15-Apr 
7 Metro 2016 09-May  10-May 
8 Metro 2016 19-May  20-May 
9 Metro 2016 07-Jun  08-Jun 
10 Metro 2016 17-Jun  20-Jun 
11 Metro 2016 24-Jun  27-Jun 
12 Metro 2016 12-Aug  15-Aug 
13 Metro 2016 18-Aug  19-Aug 
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14 Metro 2016 25-Aug  26-Aug 
15 Metro 2016 02-Sep  05-Sep 
16 Metro 2016 12-Aug  05-Sep 
17 Metro 2016 05-Sep  06-Sep 
18 Metro 2016 15-Sep  19-Sep 
19 Metro 2016 23-Sep  26-Sep 
20 Metro 2016 26-Sep  27-Sep 
21 Metro 2016 24-Oct  25-Oct 
22 Metro 2016 21-Oct  26-Oct 
23 Metro 2016 27-Oct  28-Oct 
24 Metro 2016 01-Nov  02-Nov 
25 Metro 2016 08-Nov  11-Nov 
26 Metro 2016 21-Nov  22-Nov 
27 Metro 2016 08-Dec  09-Dec 
28 Metro 2016 14-Dec  15-Dec 
29 Metro 2016 20-Dec  21-Dec 
30 Metro 2016 02-Dec  23-Dec 
 
METRO 





Year Date of 
published 
correction 
Original page Correction 
page 
1 Metro 2011 18-Oct 11 2 
2 Metro 2011 26-Oct 58 2 
3 Metro 2011 26-Oct 7 2 
4 Metro 2011 26-Oct 24 2 
5 Metro 2011 27-Oct 67 2 
6 Metro 2011 27-Oct 49 2 
7 Metro 2011 28-Oct 7 2 
8 Metro 2011 31-Oct 44 2 
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9 Metro 2011 01-Nov 7 2 
10 Metro 2011 04-Nov 5 2 
11 Metro 2011 08-Nov 74 2 
12 Metro 2011 09-Nov 31 2 
13 Metro 2011 09-Nov 60 2 
14 Metro 2011 10-Nov 41 2 
15 Metro 2011 10-Nov 4 2 
16 Metro 2011 10-Nov 35 2 
17 Metro 2011 10-Nov 45 2 
18 Metro 2011 11-Nov 70 2 
19 Metro 2011 11-Nov 41 2 
20 Metro 2011 11-Nov 92 2 
21 Metro 2011 14-Nov 29 2 
22 Metro 2011 21-Nov 25 2 
23 Metro 2011 21-Nov 3 2 
24 Metro 2011 21-Nov 90 2 
25 Metro 2011 21-Nov 44 2 
26 Metro 2011 22-Nov 38 2 
27 Metro 2011 01-Dec 40 2 
28 Metro 2011 08-Dec 23 2 
29 Metro 2011 15-Dec 4 2 
30 Metro 2011 15-Dec 42-43 2 
31 Metro 2011 16-Dec 43 2 
32 Metro 2011 20-Dec 60 2 
33 Metro 2011 22-Dec 4 2 
34 Metro 2011 22-Dec 57 2 
35 Metro 2011 23-Dec 5 2 











Year Date of 
original 
publication 





1 Metro 2011 14-Oct 18-Oct 4 
2 Metro 2011 25-Oct 26-Oct 1 
3 Metro 2011 24-Oct 26-Oct 2 
4 Metro 2011 21-Oct 26-Oct 5 
5 Metro 2011 24-Oct 27-Oct 3 
6 Metro 2011 26-Oct 27-Oct 1 
7 Metro 2011 27-Oct 28-Oct 1 
8 Metro 2011 28-Oct 31-Oct 3 
9 Metro 2011 27-Oct 01-Nov 5 
10 Metro 2011 02-Feb 04-Nov 2 
11 Metro 2011 07-Nov 08-Nov 1 
12 Metro 2011 08-Nov 09-Nov 1 
13 Metro 2011 N/A 09-Nov N/A 
14 Metro 2011 09-Nov 10-Nov 1 
15 Metro 2011 09-Nov 10-Nov 1 
16 Metro 2011 09-Nov 10-Nov 1 
17 Metro 2011 08-Nov 10-Nov 2 
18 Metro 2011 10-Nov 11-Nov 1 
19 Metro 2011 10-Nov 11-Nov 1 
20 Metro 2011 10-Nov 11-Nov 1 
21 Metro 2011 11-Nov 14-Nov 3 
22 Metro 2011 18-Nov 21-Nov 3 
23 Metro 2011 18-Nov 21-Nov 3 
24 Metro 2011 18-Nov 21-Nov 3 
25 Metro 2011 18-Nov 21-Nov 3 
26 Metro 2011 21-Nov 22-Nov 1 
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27 Metro 2011 30-Nov 01-Dec 1 
28 Metro 2011 07-Nov 08-Dec 1 
29 Metro 2011 14-Dec 15-Dec 1 
30 Metro 2011 14-Dec 15-Dec 1 
31 Metro 2011 15-Dec 16-Dec 1 
32 Metro 2011 19-Dec 20-Dec 1 
33 Metro 2011 20-Dec 22-Dec 2 
34 Metro 2011 21-Dec 22-Dec 1 
35 Metro 2011 22-Dec 23-Dec 1 
36 Metro 2011 22-Dec 23-Dec 1 
 
METRO 













1 Metro 2016 14-Jan 15-Jan 1 
2 Metro 2016 15-Feb 17-Feb 2 
3 Metro 2016 17-Mar 18-Mar 1 
4 Metro 2016 21-Mar 22-Mar 1 
5 Metro 2016 08-Apr 11-Apr 3 
6 Metro 2016 14-Apr 15-Apr 1 
7 Metro 2016 09-May 10-May 1 
8 Metro 2016 19-May 20-May 1 
9 Metro 2016 07-Jun 08-Jun 1 
10 Metro 2016 17-Jun 20-Jun 3 
11 Metro 2016 24-Jun 27-Jun 3 
12 Metro 2016 12-Aug 15-Aug 3 
13 Metro 2016 18-Aug 19-Aug 1 
14 Metro 2016 25-Aug 26-Aug 1 
15 Metro 2016 02-Sep 05-Sep 1 
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16 Metro 2016 12-Aug 05-Sep 24 
17 Metro 2016 05-Sep 06-Sep 1 
18 Metro 2016 15-Sep 19-Sep 4 
19 Metro 2016 23-Sep 26-Sep 3 
20 Metro 2016 26-Sep 27-Sep 1 
21 Metro 2016 24-Oct 25-Oct 1 
22 Metro 2016 21-Oct 26-Oct 5 
23 Metro 2016 27-Oct 28-Oct 1 
24 Metro 2016 01-Nov 02-Nov 1 
25 Metro 2016 08-Nov 11-Nov 3 
26 Metro 2016 21-Nov 22-Nov 1 
27 Metro 2016 08-Dec 09-Dec 1 
28 Metro 2016 14-Dec 15-Dec 1 
29 Metro 2016 20-Dec 21-Dec 1 
30 Metro 2016 02-Dec 23-Dec 21 
 
THE DAILY TELEGRAPH 










Date of  
published 
correction 
1 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 14-Sep-10  19-Jan 
2 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 04-Feb  23-Feb 
3 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 27-Jan  04-Mar 
4 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 29-Oct  15-Mar 
5 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 12-Feb  01-Apr 
6 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 13-Nov  12-May 
7 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 15-Apr  13-May 
8 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 11-Feb  17-May 
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9 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 11-Apr  04-Jul 
10 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 N/A  19-Jul 
11 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 27-Apr  27-Jul 
12 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 21-May  28-Jul 
13 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 06-Aug  15-Sep 
14 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 14-May  16-Sep 
15 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 27-Aug  30-Sep 
16 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 24-Jun  04-Oct 
17 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 N/A  07-Oct 
18 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 01-Nov  02-Nov 
1 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 12-Sep-15  15-Jan 
2 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 20-Jan  21-Jan 
3 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 23-Jan  02-Feb 
4 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 03-Feb  05-Feb 
5 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 07-Jan  06-Feb 
6 The Daily 
Telegraph 




7 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 09-Feb  15-Feb 
8 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 03-Mar  19-Feb 
9 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 10-Feb  19-Feb 
10 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 01-Mar  08-Mar 
11 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 03-Mar  08-Mar 
12 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 10-Mar  12-Mar 
13 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 23-Mar  25-Mar 
14 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 18-Mar  25-Mar 
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15 The Daily 
Telegraph 




16 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 16-May  18-May 
17 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 17-Feb  09-Jun 
18 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 09-Jun  10-Jun 
19 The Daily 
Telegraph 




20 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 29-Jul  30-Jul 
21 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 04-Aug  09-Aug 
22 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 25-Jun  13-Aug 
23 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 30-Jul  25-Aug 
24 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 25-Aug  26-Aug 
25 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 27-Aug  03-Sep 
26 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 08-Sep  09-Sep 
27 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 24-Aug  13-Sep 
28 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 29-Aug  14-Sep 
29 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 29-Sep  07-Oct 
30 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 06-Sep  10-Oct 
31 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 10-Oct  21-Oct 
32 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 15-Oct  25-Oct 
33 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 28-Oct  03-Nov 
34 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 18-Nov  28-Nov 
35 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 02-Dec  03-Dec 
36 The Daily 
Telegraph 






THE DAILY TELEGRAPH 





Year Date of 
published 
correction 
Original page  Correction 
page 
1 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 19-Jan 6 7 
2 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 23-Feb 13 10 
3 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 04-Mar 13 19 
4 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 15-Mar 19 17 
5 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 01-Apr N/A 7 
6 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 12-May 28 11 
7 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 13-May 1 2 
8 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 17-May 2 2 
9 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 04-Jul 2 2 
10 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 19-Jul 9 11 
11 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 27-Jul 5 6 
12 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 28-Jul 9 9 
13 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 15-Sep N/A 2 
14 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 16-Sep N/A 2 
15 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 30-Sep 18 18 
16 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 04-Oct N/A 20 
17 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 07-Oct N/A 8 
18 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2011 02-Nov 2 2 
1 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 15-Jan 2 2 
2 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 21-Jan 14 2 
3 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 02-Feb 7 2 
4 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 05-Feb 10 2 
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5 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 06-Feb 1 2 
6 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 11-Feb 1 and 2 2 
7 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 15-Feb 14 2 
8 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 19-Feb 11 2 
9 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 19-Feb 3 2 
10 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 08-Mar 12 2 
11 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 08-Mar 19-20 2 
12 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 12-Mar 15 2 
13 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 25-Mar 16 2 
14 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 25-Mar 6 2 
15 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 02-May 1 and 7 2 
16 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 18-May 1 and 2 2 
17 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 09-Jun 9 2 
18 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 10-Jun 4 5 
19 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 18-Jun 22 2 
20 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 30-Jul 33 35 
21 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 09-Aug 11 2 
22 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 13-Aug 10 6 
23 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 25-Aug 7 2 
24 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 26-Aug 35 28 
25 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 03-Sep 7 3 
26 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 09-Sep 2 2 
27 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 13-Sep 17 2 
28 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 14-Sep 4 2 
29 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 07-Oct 19 2 
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30 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 10-Oct 2 2 
31 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 21-Oct 7 2 
32 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 25-Oct 7 2 
33 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 03-Nov 2 2 
34 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 28-Nov 1 and 7 2 
35 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 03-Dec 15 2 
36 The Daily 
Telegraph 
2016 29-Dec 13 2 
 
THE SCOTSMAN 













1 The Scotsman 2011 31-Dec  01-Jan 
2 The Scotsman 2011 04-Jan  05-Jan 
3 The Scotsman 2011 29-Dec  07-Jan 
4 The Scotsman 2011 07-Jan  08-Jan 
5 The Scotsman 2011 19-Jan  21-Jan 
6 The Scotsman 2011 31-Jan  02-Feb 
7 The Scotsman 2011 29-Jan  05-Feb 
8 The Scotsman 2011 07-Mar  08-Mar 
9 The Scotsman 2011 14-Mar  15-Mar 
10 The Scotsman 2011 11-Mar  16-Mar 
11 The Scotsman 2011 29-Mar  30-Mar 
12 The Scotsman 2011 31-Mar  01-Apr 
13 The Scotsman 2011 N/A  06-Apr 
14 The Scotsman 2011 18-Apr  20-Apr 
15 The Scotsman 2011 19-May  20-May 
16 The Scotsman 2011 30-May  03-Jun 
17 The Scotsman 2011 08-Jun  09-Jun 
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18 The Scotsman 2011 11-Jun  13-Jun 
19 The Scotsman 2011 30-Jun  01-Jul 
20 The Scotsman 2011 15-Jul  16-Jul 
21 The Scotsman 2011 30-Jul  01-Aug 
22 The Scotsman 2011 01-Aug  02-Aug 
23 The Scotsman 2011 04-Aug  05-Aug 
24 The Scotsman 2011 12-Aug  13-Aug 
25 The Scotsman 2011 30-Aug  31-Aug 
26 The Scotsman 2011 08-Sep  13-Sep 
27 The Scotsman 2011 09-Sep  14-Sep 
28 The Scotsman 2011 14-Sep  21-Sep 
29 The Scotsman 2011 22-Sep  23-Sep 
30 The Scotsman 2011 21-Sep  26-Sep 
31 The Scotsman 2011 24-Sep  26-Sep 
32 The Scotsman 2011 06-Oct  08-Oct 
33 The Scotsman 2011 10-Oct  13-Oct 
34 The Scotsman 2011 20-Oct  21-Oct 
35 The Scotsman 2011 N/A  05-Nov 
36 The Scotsman 2011 06-Dec  07-Dec 
37 The Scotsman 2011 15-Dec  16-Dec 
38 The Scotsman 2011 20-Dec  23-Dec 
39 The Scotsman 2011 22-Dec  24-Dec 
1 The Scotsman 2016 14-Jan  16-Jan 
2 The Scotsman 2016 23-Jan  26-Jan 
3 The Scotsman 2016 20-Jan  29-Jan 
4 The Scotsman 2016 05-Feb  06-Feb 
5 The Scotsman 2016 04-Feb  06-Feb 
6 The Scotsman 2016 04-Mar  05-Mar 
7 The Scotsman 2016 02-Mar  07-Mar 
8 The Scotsman 2016 16-Mar  21-Mar 
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9 The Scotsman 2016 19-Mar  26-Mar 
10 The Scotsman 2016 01-Apr  02-Apr 
11 The Scotsman 2016 01-Apr  04-Apr 
12 The Scotsman 2016 08-Apr  09-Apr 
13 The Scotsman 2016 13-Apr  14-Apr 
14 The Scotsman 2016 04-May  06-May 
15 The Scotsman 2016 21-May  23-May 
16 The Scotsman 2016 31-May  02-Jun 
17 The Scotsman 2016 20-May  04-Jun 
18 The Scotsman 2016 02-Jun  14-Jun 
19 The Scotsman 2016 N/A  30-Jun 
20 The Scotsman 2016 06-Jul  07-Jul 
21 The Scotsman 2016 23-Jul  26-Jul 
22 The Scotsman 2016 22-Aug  27-Aug 
23 The Scotsman 2016 20-Jan  03-Sep 
24 The Scotsman 2016 27-Sep  28-Sep 
25 The Scotsman 2016 10-Oct  11-Oct 
26 The Scotsman 2016 25-Oct  27-Oct 
27 The Scotsman 2016 14-Nov  06-Dec 
 
THE SCOTSMAN 





Year Date of 
published 
correction 
Original page  Correction 
page 
1 The Scotsman 2011 01-Jan 36-37 31 
2 The Scotsman 2011 05-Jan 1 and 4 35 
3 The Scotsman 2011 07-Jan 34-35 33 
4 The Scotsman 2011 08-Jan 6,7 31 
5 The Scotsman 2011 21-Jan N/A 32 
6 The Scotsman 2011 02-Feb 42,43 33 
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7 The Scotsman 2011 05-Feb 24 33 
8 The Scotsman 2011 08-Mar 2 35 
9 The Scotsman 2011 15-Mar 30 35 
10 The Scotsman 2011 16-Mar 3 35 
11 The Scotsman 2011 30-Mar 1 37 
12 The Scotsman 2011 01-Apr 1 43 
13 The Scotsman 2011 06-Apr N/A 33 
14 The Scotsman 2011 20-Apr 5 35 
15 The Scotsman 2011 20-May 1 and 4 35 
16 The Scotsman 2011 03-Jun 19 37 
17 The Scotsman 2011 09-Jun N/A 35 
18 The Scotsman 2011 13-Jun N/A 29 
19 The Scotsman 2011 01-Jul 12 35 
20 The Scotsman 2011 16-Jul 16 33 
21 The Scotsman 2011 01-Aug 36-37 29 
22 The Scotsman 2011 02-Aug 41 35 
23 The Scotsman 2011 05-Aug 7 37 
24 The Scotsman 2011 13-Aug 12 31 
25 The Scotsman 2011 31-Aug 16-17 35 
26 The Scotsman 2011 13-Sep 6,7 39 
27 The Scotsman 2011 14-Sep 45 37 
28 The Scotsman 2011 21-Sep 25 33 
29 The Scotsman 2011 23-Sep 36 43 
30 The Scotsman 2011 26-Sep 10 31 
31 The Scotsman 2011 26-Sep 20-21 31 
32 The Scotsman 2011 08-Oct 10 39 
33 The Scotsman 2011 13-Oct 14 35 
34 The Scotsman 2011 21-Oct 22 39 
35 The Scotsman 2011 05-Nov N/A 35 
36 The Scotsman 2011 07-Dec 20-21 37 
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37 The Scotsman 2011 16-Dec 13 31 
38 The Scotsman 2011 23-Dec 32-33 35 









Year Date of 
published 
correction 
Original page  Correction 
page 
1 The Scotsman 2016 16-Jan 46 2 
2 The Scotsman 2016 26-Jan 30-31 2 
3 The Scotsman 2016 29-Jan 35 2 
4 The Scotsman 2016 06-Feb 23 2 
5 The Scotsman 2016 06-Feb 30 2 
6 The Scotsman 2016 05-Mar 34 2 
7 The Scotsman 2016 07-Mar 30 2 
8 The Scotsman 2016 21-Mar 19 2 
9 The Scotsman 2016 26-Mar 38 2 
10 The Scotsman 2016 02-Apr 34 2 
11 The Scotsman 2016 04-Apr 34 2 
12 The Scotsman 2016 09-Apr 12 2 
13 The Scotsman 2016 14-Apr 34 2 
14 The Scotsman 2016 06-May 17 2 
15 The Scotsman 2016 23-May 1 and 5 (front 
page and 5) 
2 
16 The Scotsman 2016 02-Jun 33 2 
17 The Scotsman 2016 04-Jun 13 2 
18 The Scotsman 2016 14-Jun 12 2 
19 The Scotsman 2016 30-Jun 43 2 
20 The Scotsman 2016 07-Jul 9 2 
21 The Scotsman 2016 26-Jul 9 2 
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22 The Scotsman 2016 27-Aug 7 2 
23 The Scotsman 2016 03-Sep 35 2 
24 The Scotsman 2016 28-Sep 21 2 
25 The Scotsman 2016 11-Oct 8 2 
26 The Scotsman 2016 27-Oct 10 2 
27 The Scotsman 2016 06-Dec 19 2 
 
THE SCOTSMAN 













1 The Scotsman 2011 31-Dec 01-Jan 1 
2 The Scotsman 2011 04-Jan 05-Jan 1 
3 The Scotsman 2011 29-Dec 07-Jan 9 
4 The Scotsman 2011 07-Jan 08-Jan 1 
5 The Scotsman 2011 19-Jan 21-Jan 2 
6 The Scotsman 2011 31-Jan 02-Feb 2 
7 The Scotsman 2011 29-Jan 05-Feb 7 
8 The Scotsman 2011 07-Mar 08-Mar 1 
9 The Scotsman 2011 14-Mar 15-Mar 1 
10 The Scotsman 2011 11-Mar 16-Mar 5 
11 The Scotsman 2011 29-Mar 30-Mar 1 
12 The Scotsman 2011 31-Mar 01-Apr 1 
13 The Scotsman 2011 N/A 06-Apr N/A 
14 The Scotsman 2011 18-Apr 20-Apr 2 
15 The Scotsman 2011 19-May 20-May 1 
16 The Scotsman 2011 30-May 03-Jun 4 
17 The Scotsman 2011 08-Jun 09-Jun 1 
18 The Scotsman 2011 11-Jun 13-Jun 2 
19 The Scotsman 2011 30-Jun 01-Jul 1 
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20 The Scotsman 2011 15-Jul 16-Jul 1 
21 The Scotsman 2011 30-Jul 01-Aug 2 
22 The Scotsman 2011 01-Aug 02-Aug 1 
23 The Scotsman 2011 04-Aug 05-Aug 1 
24 The Scotsman 2011 12-Aug 13-Aug 1 
25 The Scotsman 2011 30-Aug 31-Aug 1 
26 The Scotsman 2011 08-Sep 13-Sep 5 
27 The Scotsman 2011 09-Sep 14-Sep 5 
28 The Scotsman 2011 14-Sep 21-Sep 7 
29 The Scotsman 2011 22-Sep 23-Sep 1 
30 The Scotsman 2011 21-Sep 26-Sep 5 
31 The Scotsman 2011 24-Sep 26-Sep 2 
32 The Scotsman 2011 06-Oct 08-Oct 2 
33 The Scotsman 2011 10-Oct 13-Oct 3 
34 The Scotsman 2011 20-Oct 21-Oct 1 
35 The Scotsman 2011 N/A 05-Nov N/A 
36 The Scotsman 2011 06-Dec 07-Dec 1 
37 The Scotsman 2011 15-Dec 16-Dec 1 
38 The Scotsman 2011 20-Dec 23-Dec 3 
39 The Scotsman 2011 22-Dec 24-Dec 2 
 
THE SCOTSMAN 













1 The Scotsman 2016 14-Jan 16-Jan 2 
2 The Scotsman 2016 23-Jan 26-Jan 3 
3 The Scotsman 2016 20-Jan 29-Jan 9 
4 The Scotsman 2016 05-Feb 06-Feb 1 
5 The Scotsman 2016 04-Feb 06-Feb 2 
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6 The Scotsman 2016 04-Mar 05-Mar 1 
7 The Scotsman 2016 02-Mar 07-Mar 5 
8 The Scotsman 2016 16-Mar 21-Mar 5 
9 The Scotsman 2016 19-Mar 26-Mar 7 
10 The Scotsman 2016 01-Apr 02-Apr 1 
11 The Scotsman 2016 01-Apr 04-Apr 3 
12 The Scotsman 2016 08-Apr 09-Apr 1 
13 The Scotsman 2016 13-Apr 14-Apr 1 
14 The Scotsman 2016 04-May 06-May 2 
15 The Scotsman 2016 21-May 23-May 2 
16 The Scotsman 2016 31-May 02-Jun 2 
17 The Scotsman 2016 20-May 04-Jun 15 
18 The Scotsman 2016 02-Jun 14-Jun 12 
19 The Scotsman 2016 N/A 30-Jun 5 
20 The Scotsman 2016 06-Jul 07-Jul 1 
21 The Scotsman 2016 23-Jul 26-Jul 3 
22 The Scotsman 2016 22-Aug 27-Aug 5 
23 The Scotsman 2016 20-Jan 03-Sep 139 
24 The Scotsman 2016 27-Sep 28-Sep 1 
25 The Scotsman 2016 10-Oct 11-Oct 1 
26 The Scotsman 2016 25-Oct 27-Oct 2 
27 The Scotsman 2016 14-Nov 06-Dec 22 
 
THE SUN 










Date of  
published 
correction 
1 The Sun 2011 20-Dec-10  13-Jan 
2 The Sun 2011 06-Dec-10  09-Mar 
3 The Sun 2011 04-Mar  01-Apr 
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4 The Sun 2011 28-Feb  06-Apr 
5 The Sun 2011 12-Feb  13-Apr 
6 The Sun 2011 11-Feb  21-May 
7 The Sun 2011 15-Mar  03-Jun 
8 The Sun 2011 08-Jun  04-Jul 
9 The Sun 2011 26-Apr  30-Aug 
10 The Sun 2011 05-Jul  13-Sep 
11 The Sun 2011 19-Jul  20-Sep 
12 The Sun 2011 16-Aug  02-Nov 
13 The Sun 2011 09-Aug  08-Nov 
14 The Sun 2011 18-Oct  11-Nov 
1 The Sun 2016 17-Jan  24-Jan 
2 The Sun 2016 04-Feb  05-Feb 
3 The Sun 2016 04-Feb  05-Feb 
4 The Sun 2016 N/A  23-Feb 
5 The Sun 2016 Dec-15  27-Feb 
6 The Sun 2016 09-Jul-15  01-Mar 
7 The Sun 2016 N/A  03-Mar 
8 The Sun 2016 07-Feb  09-Mar 
9 The Sun 2016 27-Feb  22-Mar 
10 The Sun 2016 07-Feb  27-Mar 
11 The Sun 2016 20-Mar  03-Apr 
12 The Sun 2016 06-Dec-2015  10-Apr 
13 The Sun 2016 11-Apr  18-Apr 
14 The Sun 2016 01-May  08-May 
15 The Sun 2016 16-Jun  18-Jun 
16 The Sun 2016 01-Jan publication of 
correction  
21-Jun 
17 The Sun 2016 04-Apr publication of 
correction 
23-Jun 
18 The Sun 2016 07-Jul  08-Jul 
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19 The Sun 2016 20-Sep-15  17-Jul 
20 The Sun 2016 28-Jul  29-Jul 
21 The Sun 2016 11-Apr  01-Aug 
22 The Sun 2016 23-Dec-15  05-Aug 
23 The Sun 2016 26-May publication of 
correction 
19-Aug 
24 The Sun 2016 14-Dec-15 publication of 
correction 
26-Aug 
25 The Sun 2016 18-Sep  25-Sep 
26 The Sun 2016 22-Sep  15-Oct 
27 The Sun 2016 03-Sep  26-Oct 
28 The Sun 2016 24-Oct publication of 
adjudication 
27-Oct 
29 The Sun 2016 19-Jun  30-Oct 
30 The Sun 2016 19-May publication of 
correction 
05-Nov 
31 The Sun 2016 04-Sep  06-Nov 
32 The Sun 2016 20-Aug publication of 
correction 
19-Nov 
33 The Sun 2016 11-Dec  18-Dec 
 
THE SUN 





Year Date of 
published 
correction 
Original page  Correction 
page 
1 The Sun 2016 24-Jan N/A 2 
2 The Sun 2016 05-Feb 7 2 
3 The Sun 2016 05-Feb 6 and 7 2 
4 The Sun 2016 23-Feb 6 2 
5 The Sun 2016 27-Feb N/A 2 
6 The Sun 2016 01-Mar 30 2 
7 The Sun 2016 03-Mar 10 43 
8 The Sun 2016 09-Mar 20 2 
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9 The Sun 2016 22-Mar 20 2 
10 The Sun 2016 27-Mar 25 2 
11 The Sun 2016 03-Apr 22 2 
12 The Sun 2016 10-Apr 17 2 
13 The Sun 2016 18-Apr 2 2 
14 The Sun 2016 08-May 2 2 
15 The Sun 2016 18-Jun 8 and 9 2 
16 The Sun 2016 21-Jun 3 2 
17 The Sun 2016 23-Jun 1 2 
18 The Sun 2016 08-Jul 16-17 2 
19 The Sun 2016 17-Jul 19 2 
20 The Sun 2016 29-Jul 15 2 
21 The Sun 2016 01-Aug 3 2 
22 The Sun 2016 05-Aug 16-17 2 
23 The Sun 2016 19-Aug 25 2 
24 The Sun 2016 26-Aug 17 2 
25 The Sun 2016 25-Sep 8 2 
26 The Sun 2016 15-Oct 54 2 
27 The Sun 2016 26-Oct 20 2 
28 The Sun 2016 27-Oct 10 2 
29 The Sun 2016 30-Oct 21 2 
30 The Sun 2016 05-Nov 1 2 
31 The Sun 2016 06-Nov 35 2 
32 The Sun 2016 19-Nov 28 2 






















1 The Times 2011 10-Sep-10  13-Jan 
2 The Times 2011 12-Jan  13-Jan 
3 The Times 2011 24-Jan  26-Jan 
4 The Times 2011 01-Feb  08-Feb 
5 The Times 2011 N/A  23-Feb 
6 The Times 2011 02-Mar   03-Mar 
7 The Times 2011 02-Mar  04-Mar 
8 The Times 2011 04-Mar  05-Mar 
9 The Times 2011 09-Mar  10-Mar 
10 The Times 2011 29-Feb  31-Mar 
11 The Times 2011 28-Feb  31-Mar 
12 The Times 2011 31-Mar  01-Apr 
13 The Times 2011 29-Feb  02-Apr 
14 The Times 2011 19-Apr  21-Apr 
15 The Times 2011 28-Apr  29-Apr 
16 The Times 2011 23-May  25-May 
17 The Times 2011 02-Jun  03-Jun 
18 The Times 2011 04-Jun  07-Jun 
19 The Times 2011 21-Apr  09-Jun 
20 The Times 2011 17-Jun  18-Jun 
21 The Times 2011 19-Feb  25-Jun 
22 The Times 2011 18-Jun  09-Jul 
23 The Times 2011 03-Aug  04-Aug 
24 The Times 2011 10-Aug  11-Aug 
25 The Times 2011 13-Aug  17-Aug 
26 The Times 2011 30-Jul  18-Aug 
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27 The Times 2011 25-Aug  31-Aug 
28 The Times 2011 31-Aug  03-Sep 
29 The Times 2011 05-Sep  07-Sep 
30 The Times 2011 08-Sep  12-Sep 
31 The Times 2011 24-Sep  08-Oct 
32 The Times 2011 12-Oct  13-Oct 
33 The Times 2011 12-Oct  17-Oct 
34 The Times 2011 25-Oct  27-Oct 
35 The Times 2011 27-Oct  28-Oct 
36 The Times 2011 08-Nov  09-Nov 
37 The Times 2011 03-Dec  06-Dec 
38 The Times 2011 23-Nov  07-Dec 
39 The Times 2011 28-Nov  16-Dec 
1 The Times 2016 31-Dec  01-Jan 
2 The Times 2016 26-Dec  01-Jan 
3 The Times 2016 30-Dec  05-Jan 
4 The Times 2016 02-Jan  05-Jan 
5 The Times 2016 04-Jan  05-Jan 
6 The Times 2016 02-Jan  06-Jan 
7 The Times 2016 05-Jan  06-Jan 
8 The Times 2016 23-Dec  07-Jan 
9 The Times 2016 06-Jan  07-Jan 
10 The Times 2016 07-Jan  09-Jan 
11 The Times 2016 06-Jan  13-Jan 
12 The Times 2016 12-Jan  13-Jan 
13 The Times 2016 08-Jan  14-Jan 
14 The Times 2016 12-Jan  15-Jan 
15 The Times 2016 14-Jan  15-Jan 
16 The Times 2016 13-Jan  16-Jan 
17 The Times 2016 16-Jan  18-Jan 
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18 The Times 2016 23-Dec  19-Jan 
19 The Times 2016 19-Jan  21-Jan 
20 The Times 2016 11-Dec  22-Jan 
21 The Times 2016 21-Jan  22-Jan 
22 The Times 2016 22-Jan  23-Jan 
23 The Times 2016 21-Jan  23-Jan 
24 The Times 2016 21-Jan  23-Jan 
25 The Times 2016 22-Jan  23-Jan 
26 The Times 2016 21-Jan  26-Jan 
27 The Times 2016 16-Jan  27-Jan 
28 The Times 2016 26-Jan  27-Jan 
29 The Times 2016 23-Jan  27-Jan 
30 The Times 2016 27-Jan  28-Jan 
31 The Times 2016 26-Jan  28-Jan 
32 The Times 2016 25-Jan  29-Jan 
33 The Times 2016 30-Jan  02-Feb 
34 The Times 2016 02-Feb  03-Feb 
35 The Times 2016 02-Feb  03-Feb 
36 The Times 2016 30-Jan  04-Feb 
37 The Times 2016 02-Feb  05-Feb 
38 The Times 2016 05-Feb  06-Feb 
39 The Times 2016 08-Feb  09-Feb 
40 The Times 2016 05-Feb  09-Feb 
41 The Times 2016 06-Feb  10-Feb 
42 The Times 2016 11-Feb  12-Feb 
43 The Times 2016 05-Jan  12-Feb 
44 The Times 2016 10-Feb  12-Feb 
45 The Times 2016 11-Feb  13-Feb 
46 The Times 2016 16-Feb  17-Feb 
47 The Times 2016 16-Feb  17-Feb 
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48 The Times 2016 17-Feb  18-Feb 
49 The Times 2016 17-Feb  18-Feb 
50 The Times 2016 16-Feb  18-Feb 
51 The Times 2016 17-Feb publication of 
correction  
18-Feb 
52 The Times 2016 03-Mar  19-Feb 
53 The Times 2016 16-Feb  19-Feb 
54 The Times 2016 18-Feb  19-Feb 
55 The Times 2016 N/A  20-Feb 
56 The Times 2016 22-Feb  23-Feb 
57 The Times 2016 16-Feb  23-Feb 
58 The Times 2016 25-Feb  27-Feb 
59 The Times 2016 01-Mar  02-Mar 
60 The Times 2016 02-Mar  03-Mar 
61 The Times 2016 07-Mar  09-Mar 
62 The Times 2016 09-Mar  11-Mar 
63 The Times 2016 26-Feb  12-Mar 
64 The Times 2016 12-Mar  15-Mar 
65 The Times 2016 10-Mar  15-Mar 
66 The Times 2016 14-Mar  16-Mar 
67 The Times 2016 15-Mar  16-Mar 
68 The Times 2016 16-Mar  18-Mar 
69 The Times 2016 17-Mar  18-Mar 
70 The Times 2016 03-Mar  19-Mar 
71 The Times 2016 19-Mar  22-Mar 
72 The Times 2016 19-Mar  22-Mar 
73 The Times 2016 22-Mar  23-Mar 
74 The Times 2016 19-Mar  23-Mar 
75 The Times 2016 23-Mar  24-Mar 
76 The Times 2016 26-Mar  29-Mar 
214 
 
77 The Times 2016 30-Mar  31-Mar 
78 The Times 2016 31-Mar  01-Apr 
79 The Times 2016 31-Mar  05-Apr 
80 The Times 2016 02-Apr  05-Apr 
81 The Times 2016 04-Apr  05-Apr 
82 The Times 2016 01-Apr  06-Apr 
83 The Times 2016 05-Apr  06-Apr 
84 The Times 2016 01-Apr  06-Apr 
85 The Times 2016 04-Apr  07-Apr 
86 The Times 2016 04-Apr  07-Apr 
87 The Times 2016 06-Apr  09-Apr 
88 The Times 2016 07-Apr  11-Apr 
89 The Times 2016 11-Apr  13-Apr 
90 The Times 2016 11-Apr  13-Apr 
91 The Times 2016 11-Apr  14-Apr 
92 The Times 2016 02-Apr  14-Apr 
93 The Times 2016 13-Apr  14-Apr 
94 The Times 2016 19-Apr  20-Apr 
95 The Times 2016 19-Apr  20-Apr 
96 The Times 2016 19-Apr  21-Apr 
97 The Times 2016 16-Apr  21-Apr 
98 The Times 2016 22-Apr  22-Apr 
99 The Times 2016 25-Apr  27-Apr 
100 The Times 2016 28-Apr  29-Apr 
101 The Times 2016 29-Apr  02-May 
102 The Times 2016 03-May  04-May 
103 The Times 2016 03-May  04-May 
104 The Times 2016 02-May  04-May 
105 The Times 2016 05-May  06-May 
106 The Times 2016 05-May  06-May 
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107 The Times 2016 15-Dec  07-May 
108 The Times 2016 30-Apr  07-May 
109 The Times 2016 03-May  09-May 
110 The Times 2016 09-May  10-May 
111 The Times 2016 26-Apr  10-May 
112 The Times 2016 06-May  11-May 
113 The Times 2016 11-May  12-May 
114 The Times 2016 12-May  13-May 
115 The Times 2016 16-May  18-May 
116 The Times 2016 14-May  18-May 
117 The Times 2016 14-May  18-May 
118 The Times 2016 18-May  19-May 
119 The Times 2016 18-May  19-May 
120 The Times 2016 19-May  20-May 
121 The Times 2016 20-May  21-May 
122 The Times 2016 20-May  21-May 
123 The Times 2016 21-May  25-May 
124 The Times 2016 24-May  26-May 
125 The Times 2016 19-May  28-May 
126 The Times 2016 18-May  28-May 
127 The Times 2016 02-May  30-May 
128 The Times 2016 27-May  30-May 
129 The Times 2016 30-May  31-May 
130 The Times 2016 30-May  31-May 
131 The Times 2016 31-May  02-Jun 
132 The Times 2016 31-May  02-Jun 
133 The Times 2016 30-May  02-Jun 
134 The Times 2016 02-Jun  03-Jun 
135 The Times 2016 06-Jun  07-Jun 
136 The Times 2016 02-Jun  07-Jun 
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137 The Times 2016 07-Jun  08-Jun 
138 The Times 2016 07-Jun  08-Jun 
139 The Times 2016 07-Jun  08-Jun 
140 The Times 2016 07-Jun  08-Jun 
141 The Times 2016 07-Jun  09-Jun 
142 The Times 2016 08-Jun  09-Jun 
143 The Times 2016 09-Jun  10-Jun 
144 The Times 2016 04-Jun  10-Jun 
145 The Times 2016 10-Jun  11-Jun 
146 The Times 2016 02-Jun  11-Jun 
147 The Times 2016 04-Jun  15-Jun 
148 The Times 2016 09-Jun  17-Jun 
149 The Times 2016 15-Jun  17-Jun 
150 The Times 2016 22-Jun  23-Jun 
151 The Times 2016 22-Jun  24-Jun 
152 The Times 2016 30-Jun  01-Jul 
153 The Times 2016 01-Jul  02-Jul 
154 The Times 2016 01-Jul  02-Jul 
155 The Times 2016 01-Jul  04-Jul 
156 The Times 2016 28-Jun  04-Jul 
157 The Times 2016 06-Jul  07-Jul 
158 The Times 2016 01-Jul  07-Jul 
159 The Times 2016 30-Jun  09-Jul 
160 The Times 2016 07-Jul  09-Jul 
161 The Times 2016 07-Jul  09-Jul 
162 The Times 2016 14-Jul  15-Jul 
163 The Times 2016 13-Jul  22-Jul 
164 The Times 2016 20-Jul  23-Jul 
165 The Times 2016 23-Jul  26-Jul 
166 The Times 2016 26-Jul  27-Jul 
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167 The Times 2016 05-May  28-Jul 
168 The Times 2016 27-Jul  28-Jul 
169 The Times 2016 28-Jul  29-Jul 
170 The Times 2016 25-Jul  30-Jul 
171 The Times 2016 30-Jul  30-Jul 
172 The Times 2016 30-Jul  02-Aug 
173 The Times 2016 23-Jun  02-Aug 
174 The Times 2016 02-Aug  03-Aug 
175 The Times 2016 02-Aug  03-Aug 
176 The Times 2016 01-Aug  03-Aug 
177 The Times 2016 30-Jul  06-Aug 
178 The Times 2016 06-Aug  09-Aug 
179 The Times 2016 06-Aug  09-Aug 
180 The Times 2016 05-May  10-Aug 
181 The Times 2016 10-Aug  12-Aug 
182 The Times 2016 11-Aug  12-Aug 
183 The Times 2016 10-Aug  13-Aug 
184 The Times 2016 04-Aug  15-Aug 
185 The Times 2016 13-Aug  16-Aug 
186 The Times 2016 13-Aug  16-Aug 
187 The Times 2016 16-Aug  17-Aug 
188 The Times 2016 13-Aug  18-Aug 
189 The Times 2016 17-Aug  18-Aug 
190 The Times 2016 18-Aug  19-Aug 
191 The Times 2016 16-May  22-Aug 
192 The Times 2016 20-Aug  22-Aug 
193 The Times 2016 22-Aug  23-Aug 
194 The Times 2016 20-Aug  23-Aug 
195 The Times 2016 22-Aug  23-Aug 
196 The Times 2016 26-Aug  31-Aug 
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197 The Times 2016 27-Aug  31-Aug 
198 The Times 2016 27-Aug  31-Aug 
199 The Times 2016 29-Aug  31-Aug 
200 The Times 2016 29-Aug  01-Sep 
201 The Times 2016 29-Aug  01-Sep 
202 The Times 2016 27-Aug  01-Sep 
203 The Times 2016 23-Aug  01-Sep 
204 The Times 2016 22-Aug  05-Sep 
205 The Times 2016 05-Sep  06-Sep 
206 The Times 2016 27-Aug  06-Sep 
207 The Times 2016 03-Sep  06-Sep 
208 The Times 2016 02-Sep  07-Sep 
209 The Times 2016 06-Sep  09-Sep 
210 The Times 2016 03-Sep  09-Sep 
211 The Times 2016 09-Sep  10-Sep 
212 The Times 2016 09-Sep  10-Sep 
213 The Times 2016 09-Sep  12-Sep 
214 The Times 2016 09-Sep  13-Sep 
215 The Times 2016 12-Sep  13-Sep 
216 The Times 2016 13-Sep  15-Sep 
217 The Times 2016 13-Sep  15-Sep 
218 The Times 2016 15-Sep  17-Sep 
219 The Times 2016 16-Sep  21-Sep 
220 The Times 2016 21-Sep  22-Sep 
221 The Times 2016 21-Sep  22-Sep 
222 The Times 2016 21-Sep  26-Sep 
223 The Times 2016 28-Sep  29-Sep 
224 The Times 2016 22-Sep  30-Sep 
225 The Times 2016 29-Sep  30-Sep 
226 The Times 2016 08-Sep  05-Oct 
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227 The Times 2016 03-Oct  05-Oct 
228 The Times 2016 27-Sep  08-Oct 
229 The Times 2016 11-Oct  12-Oct 
230 The Times 2016 01-Oct  12-Oct 
231 The Times 2016 11-Oct  13-Oct 
232 The Times 2016 12-Oct  13-Oct 
233 The Times 2016 13-Oct  17-Oct 
234 The Times 2016 15-Oct  19-Oct 
235 The Times 2016 15-Oct  20-Oct 
236 The Times 2016 19-Oct  20-Oct 
237 The Times 2016 12-Oct  21-Oct 
238 The Times 2016 20-Oct  22-Oct 
239 The Times 2016 21-Oct  22-Oct 
240 The Times 2016 22-Oct  24-Oct 
241 The Times 2016 15-Oct  25-Oct 
242 The Times 2016 24-Oct  25-Oct 
243 The Times 2016 25-Oct  27-Oct 
244 The Times 2016 22-Oct  28-Oct 
245 The Times 2016 26-Oct  28-Oct 
246 The Times 2016 28-Oct  29-Oct 
247 The Times 2016 29-Oct  31-Oct 
248 The Times 2016 05-Oct  03-Nov 
249 The Times 2016 01-Nov  03-Nov 
250 The Times 2016 31-Oct  03-Nov 
251 The Times 2016 12-Oct  04-Nov 
252 The Times 2016 24-Feb-14  05-Nov 
253 The Times 2016 13-Oct  05-Nov 
254 The Times 2016 04-Nov  05-Nov 
255 The Times 2016 04-Nov  05-Nov 
256 The Times 2016 04-Nov  07-Nov 
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257 The Times 2016 07-Nov  08-Nov 
258 The Times 2016 05-Nov  08-Nov 
259 The Times 2016 09-Nov  10-Nov 
260 The Times 2016 11-Nov  12-Nov 
261 The Times 2016 11-Nov  12-Nov 
262 The Times 2016 11-Nov  14-Nov 
263 The Times 2016 12-Nov  15-Nov 
264 The Times 2016 12-Nov  16-Nov 
265 The Times 2016 14-Nov  16-Nov 
266 The Times 2016 17-Nov  18-Nov 
267 The Times 2016 14-Nov  18-Nov 
268 The Times 2016 15-Nov  19-Nov 
269 The Times 2016 17-Nov  19-Nov 
270 The Times 2016 18-Nov  19-Nov 
271 The Times 2016 19-Nov  22-Nov 
272 The Times 2016 19-Nov  22-Nov 
273 The Times 2016 15-Nov  23-Nov 
274 The Times 2016 21-Nov  25-Nov 
275 The Times 2016 28-Nov  29-Nov 
276 The Times 2016 30-Nov  01-Dec 
277 The Times 2016 17-Nov  02-Dec 
278 The Times 2016 08-Dec  10-Dec 
279 The Times 2016 06-Dec  10-Dec 
280 The Times 2016 09-Dec  10-Dec 
281 The Times 2016 09-Dec  13-Dec 
282 The Times 2016 13-Dec  14-Dec 
283 The Times 2016 30-Nov  15-Dec 
284 The Times 2016 09-Dec  16-Dec 
285 The Times 2016 16-Dec  17-Dec 
286 The Times 2016 16-Dec  20-Dec 
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287 The Times 2016 17-Dec  20-Dec 
288 The Times 2016 22-Dec  23-Dec 
289 The Times 2016 26-Nov  23-Dec 
290 The Times 2016 09-Dec  23-Dec 
291 The Times 2016 10-Dec  26-Dec 
292 The Times 2016 24-Dec  27-Dec 
293 The Times 2016 28-Dec  30-Dec 
294 The Times 2016 28-Dec  30-Dec 
 
 
